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MEMORANDUM OF TRANSMITTAL 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
May 21, 1958. 

To: Members of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
From: Clinton P. Anderson, chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation 

and Reclamation. 
Subject : Comments on committee print of S. 1887 to authorize the San 

Luis unit, Central Valley project, California. 


The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation held hearings on 
S. 1887 on March 17-18, 1958. Following the hearing at the request 
of the sponsors, Senators Knowland and Kuchel, a committee print 
as a worksheet was made up that embodied many of the amendments 
suggested at the hearing. 

he committee print was distributed to witnesses at the hearings 
with a request for their comments. These comments have now been 
received and copies are attached for the information of the committee 
and others concerned. 

The subcommittee will be pleased to have any further comments 
that other members of the committee may desire to make. 


Curnton P. ANDERSON. 


Attachments : 

Request for comments on committee print of S. 1887, with 
amendments, as worksheet for use of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

Comments of witnesses and others concerned. 





REQUEST FOR COMMENTS OF WITNESSES ON 
COMMITTEE PRINT OF S. 1887 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
May 1, 1958. 


Request FoR CoMMENTS ON CommitTree Print or S. 1887, Wrra 
AMENDMENTS, As WorKSHEET FOR USE or THE ComMMITTEE ON IN- 
TERIOR AND INsULAR AFFAIRS 


The attached committee print of S. 1887, to authorize the San Luis 
unit, Central Valley project, California, is forwarded to you for your 
comments. This course is taken at the request of the sponsors of the 
bill (Senators Knowland and Kuchel). 

Your attention is specifically directed to the fact that this commit- 
tee print of the bill is for your study and comment, and is not to be 
regarded as a final version, nor does it represent any action by the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee or the subcommittee on the 
merits of the bill. 

It is requested that your comments be forwarded to me in room 
224-A, Senate Office Building, to reach there not later than May 10, 
1958. 


Your cooperation will be appreciated. 


Curnton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 


TEXT OF COMMITTEE PRINT OF S. 1887 


A BILL to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project. California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnish- 
ing water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of 
iand in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto 
of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation 
and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred 
to as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San 
Luis unit as an integral part of the Central Valley project. The principal 
engineering features of said unit, which [may] shall be constructed to permit 
future expansion, shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, 
a forebay and afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and 
necessary pumping plants and distribution systems, drains, channels, levees, 
flood works, and related facilities. In constructing, operating, and maintain- 
ing the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclama- 
tion laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or 
supplementary thereto) except so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent 
with this Act. [Construction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced 
until the Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory assurances of his ability 
to secure, all rights to the use of water which are necessary to carry out the 
purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions of this Act.] Construction 
of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced until the Secretary has (1) se- 
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cured, or has satisfactory assurance of his ability to secure, all rights to the 
use of water which are necessary to carry out the purposes of the unit and the 
terms and conditions of this Act, and (2) received satisfactory assurance from 
the State of California that it will make provision for a master drainage out- 
let and disposal channel for the San Joaquin Valley, as generally outlined in 
the California Water Plan, Bulletin Numbered 3, of the California Department 
of Water Resources, which will adequately serve, by connection therewith, the 
drainage system for the San Luis unit mentioned in section 4 of this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to nego- 
tiate and enter into an agreement with the State of California (hereinafter 
referred to as the State) providing for coordinated operation and joint use of 
the facilities of the San Luis unit, in order that the State may, without cost to 
the United States, deliver water in service areas outside the San Luis service area 
as described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled “San 
Luis Unit, Central Valley Project” dated December 17, 1956, which agreement 
shall not become effective until approved by the State of California. The Sec- 
retary shall not commence construction of the San Luis unit, except for the 
preparation of designs and specifications and other preliminary work, until the 
execution of such an agreement between the United States and the State, 
but if such an agreement has not been executed by [May 1, 1958] July 1, 1960, 
and if, after consultation with the Governor of the State, the Secretary deter- 
mines that the prospects of reaching accord on the terms thereof are not 
reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis unit in 
accordance with section 1 of this Act: Provided, That if the Secretary so deter- 
mines he shall report thereon to the Congress and shall not commence construc- 
tion for ninety calendar days from the date of his report (which ninety days, 
however, shall not include days on which either the House of Representatives 
or the Senate is not in session because of an adjournment of more than three 
days to a day certain). In considering the prospects of reaching accord on the 
terms of the agreement the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any rele- 
vant affirmative action therefore taken by the State, including the enactment 
of State legislation authorizing the State to acquire and convey to the United 
States title to lands to be used for the San Luis unit or assistance given by it 
in financing Federal design and construction of the unit. The authority con- 
ferred upon the Secretary by the first sentence of this section shall not, except 
as is otherwise provided in this section, be construed as a limitation upon the 
exercise by him of the authority conferred in section 1 of this Act, but if the 
State shall make available to the Secretary sufficient funds to pay an appro- 
priate share of the construction cost of any facilities so designed and constructed 
as to permit enlargement, it shall have an irrevocable right to enlarge or modify 
such facilities at any time in the future, and a perpetual right to the use of such 
additional capacity: Provided, That the performance of such work by the State 
shall be so carried on as not to interfere with the operation of the project for 
the purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act: And provided further, That this 
right may be relinquished by the State at any time at its option. 

Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to 
in section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the project works and features to be constructed by the Secretary 
shall be so designed and constructed to such capacities and in such manner 
as to permit [either] (i) immediate integration and coordinated operation 
with the State’s water projects [or] and (ii) such subsequent enlargement 
or other modification as may be requested for integration and coordinated 
operation therewith : 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construc- 
tion period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the construction 
eosts of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph 
(a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual installments, 
each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures 
during that year as the total of the State’s share bears to the total cost of 
the facilities; the State ‘may make advances to the United States in order 
to maintain a timely construction schedule of the joint use facilities and 
the works of the San Luis unit to be used by the State and the United 
States; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secre- 
tary and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
and other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States 
(which dam, reservoir and other facilities are hereinafter referred to as 
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joint use facilities), but the performance of such work shall be so carried } 
on as not to interfere with the operation of the San Luis unit for the | 
purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act; 
(d) the State shall the United States and the State shall each pay an- | 
nually an appropriate service charge in connection with, and/or an appro- | 
priate share of the operation, maintenance and replacement costs of, those i 
features of the San Luis unit which are used or designed to be used jointly 
by the United States and the State and any other features of the Central | 
Valley project which are of service to the State the joint use facilities; | 
(e) upon completion of repayment of those portions of the reimbursable 
Federal costs of constructing the Central Valley project which are assign- 
able to the San Luis unit and the joint use facilities, title to the facilities | 
of the San Luis unit said unit and facilities shall, upon request of the State, ) 
and approval of the Congress, be conveyed to the State. Upon such con- 
veyance, the State shall assume the obligation and responsibility of provid- / 
ing water service to the users of San Luis unit service area; 1 
(f) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary : 
and the State, and for the purpose of said agreement, the State shall convey 
to the United States title to any lands, easements, and rights-of-way which 
it then owns and which are required for facilities of the San Luis unit to ! 
be used jointly by the United States and the State the joint use facilities. 
The State shall be given credit for the costs of these lands. easements, and 
rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of the San Luis 
unit joint use facilities. The State shall likewise be given credit for any 
funds advanced by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and speci- 
fications or for any other work in connection with the San Luis unit and the / 
joint use facilities ; 
(g) the United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities in 
the works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States 
and the State as shall be required to carry out the purposes of section 1 of 
this Act. Such unrestricted use shall extend throughout the repayment 
period and so long thereafter as title to the works remains in the United 
States ; 
(bh) the State shall have unrestricted use of the remainder of the capacity 
of San Luis Reservoir and of other jointly used facilities for water service 
outside the San Luis unit service area solely under the jurisdiction of the 
State; 
(i) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by 
the United States and the State at such time and under such conditions as 
shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State ; 
(j) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and main- 
tenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organiza- 
tion which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United States 
under the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the 
works of the San Luis unit and joint use facilities shall continue to have 
and to enjoy the same rights which it would have had under its contract 
with the United States and the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 1 
of the Act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483, 48 U. S. C. 485h—1) in the absence 
of such transfer, and its enjoyment of such rights shall be without added 
cost or other any detriment arising from such transfer ; 
(k) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act 
of August 14, 186 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. 8S. C. 662), the features of the 
unit to which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer 
of title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated 
and maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such 
allocation is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those 
features, the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost 
to be paid by the State. 
Sec. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for 
the San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by 
other parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the 
Federal reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service 
contracts and is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in 
construction and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general 
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area of which the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the 
extent the works authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage 
requirements of said area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use 
of the irrigation facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for 
supplying pumping energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 
of the Act of February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 43 U. S. C. 523). 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to conduct the 
necessary studies and render a report to the Congress on the feasibility of a 
plan to provide Central Valley project services, by way of the Pacheco Tunnel 
route, to lands and municipalities in Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and 
Monterey Counties: Provided, That such studies shall be conducted only under 
a contract with the Santa Clara-Alameda-San Benito Water Authority pursuant 
to which the said authority will pay 50 per centum of the cost thereof: And 
provided further, That in conducting the studies authorized herein, the Secre- 
tary shall give due consideration to the studies and plans of the California 
Department of Water Resources and of the Santa Clara-Alameda-San Benito 
Water Authority. 

Sec. [5] 6. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis 
unit, to construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange 
for the operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate 
local agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable 
and nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 7. The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable 
to water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under con- 
tract with the State to receive a water supply, outside of the San Luis service 
area described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled “San 
Luis Unit, Central Valley Project’, dated December 17, 1956. 

Sec. [6] 8. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction 
of the works of the San Luis unit authorized by this Act, other than distribu- 
tion systems and drains, the sum of ———————————, plus such additional 
amount, if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs of construction 
of the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indices. 
There are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts 
as are required (a) for construction of such distribution systems and drains 
as are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for operation and mainte- 
nance of the unit. 


Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 2, 1958. 
Hon. Crinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Anperson: I appreciate your forwarding to me a 
copy of committee print of S. 1887 which would authorize the San 
Luis project in California. 

You state in your accompanying letter that this version is for study 
and comment and is not regarded as a final version nor does it repre- 
sent any action by the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 
or the subcommittee on the merits of the bill. 

I note that there have been several substantive changes in the orig- 
inal Knowland-Kuchel proposal. At the present time I have not had 
an opportunity to submit these to my constituents for comment and 
do not know whether or not they would be acceptable to this group 
who are opposed to the original provisions of the Knowland-Kuchel 
bills. I will endeavor to secure such reaction immediately. 

My personal immediate reaction is that no proposal should be seri- 
ously considered which does not meet the acceptance of all persons 
who spoke before your committee in opposition to or on behalf of the 
San Luis project. The water situation is so confused in California 
that no Federal action is indicated until local agreement is reached. 
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I note that one of the amendments to S. 1887 contemplates negotia- 
tion until July 1, 1960, but with the further proviso that thereafter 
the United States could proceed with construction after a _submis- 
sion of a report to the Congress and a 90-day hiatus of time, It would 
be my judgment that any authorization of the San Luis project which 
was not based on local agreement would be an idle act even with the 
proviso referred to—aside from considerations of the wisdom of such 
proviso—because the water rights involved are governed by State law 
and further in this instance a portion of the reservoir site is already 
owned by the State and the balance is in the course of acquisition, I 
would seriously doubt that any unilateral authority given the Federal 
Government could be exercised as a practical matter without the com- 
plete cooperation of the State and this means all substantial elements 
in the State and in this sense passage of an authorization statute with- 
out such agreement would be an idle act productive only of greater 
animosities. 
I would, therefore, respectfully suggest that no action be taken b 

your committee until sinh time as complete comment is had from all 

ersons who appeared before your committee and possibly further 
heetahal are had with opportunities given such persons to appear. I 
would personally greatly appreciate advance notice of any pending 
action on this proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 
Haran Hagen, Member of Congress. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 21, 1958. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular A fairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator Murray: This responds to the request from Senator 
Anderson for the views of this Department on the proposed amend- 
ments contained in the committee print dated May 1, 1958, of S. 1887, 
the San Luis unit, Central Valley project, authorization bill. 

For the most part, we would not be inclined to object to the pro- 
posed amendments. However, we do believe that the proposed amend- 
ments to sections 1 and 3 (a), if adopted, could result in some 
confusion. We offer the following specific comments on the pro- 
posed amendments : 

1. If the word “may” is changed to “shall”, in line 6, page 2, see- 
tion 1 would require the Secretary to construct the engineering fea- 
tures of the unit in a manner which would permit future expansion. 
Since section 2 would permit construction of the unit by the Secretary 
in the absence of an agreement, this proposed change could result in 
the Department’s having to undertake a more expensive type of con- 
struction with no firm commitment by the State to assume the ad- 
ditional costs involved in accommodating project structures to meet 
the State’s future requirements. 

2. The proposed revision in lines 16 through 25 on page 2 and lines 
1 through 7 on page 3 adds a requirement to section 1 that the State 
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must give satisfactory assurange it will make provision for a master 
drainage outlet and disposal channel for the San Joaquin Valley be- 
fore construction of the unit can be initiated. There is general agree- 
ment on the desirability of a State constructed and operated master 
drainage system. Our planning report makes provision for an inde- 
pendent drainage system to serve the unit in the event it should be 
necessary. If the proposed amendment is adopted, it would be possible 
for the State to prevent this Department from proceeding with the 
construction of the unit by refusing to give the assurances required 
under the proposal. In this event, it could effectively nullify the ap- 
parent intention of the provisions of section 2, as it would be amended, 
after July 1, 1960, construction may proceed with or without an agree- 
ment between the United States and the State of California. 

3. We are unaware of the reason for the proposed language appear- 
ing in lines 17 and 18 on page 3, since it has always been our under- 
standing that any agreement with the State would be approved by, 
and pursuant to, appropriate State authority. If the proposed lan- 
guage is intended to require approval by the State’s legislature, it 
might be well to expressly so state. 

4. We favor the change in date proposed in line 23 on page 3. 

5. We have no objection to the requirement of reporting to the 
Congress and withholding initiation of construction for a period of 
90 days after making such a report, as proposed in lines 3 to 9 on 
page 4. 

6. We have no objection to the proposed provision contained in 
lines 21 to 25 on page 4 and lines 1 to 6 on page 5. However, we 
believe there should be an additional requirement that the State’s 
»lans for enlargement and construction should be submitted to the 
Recestary for approval to assure that the Federal structures will not 
be adversely affected thereby. 

7. We believe that the proposed amendment to section 3 (a) is 
undesirable. It would require that the joint use features of the San 
Luis unit not only shall be constructed by the Secretary is a manner 
which will permit subsequent enlargement and modification, but also 
that they be constructed to such capacities as would permit immediate 
integration and coordinated operation with the State’s projects. It 
is possible that, at the time the joint use features are constructed, there 
may be no need or opportunity for immediate integration and opera- 
tion with the State’s water project, and that only the capacities to 
serve the Federal project will, in fact, be needed. Thus it is possible 
the proposal might require the construction of the joint use eatutes 
to include capacities not then needed or desired by the State. 

8. The proposed amendments to subsections (b) through (f) of sec- 
tion 3 appear to be for purposes of clarification, and we have no ob- 
jection to them. 

9. We would not object to making the investigation proposed in 
new section 5 if the Congress were to so direct. However, we under- 
stand that the area concerned is covered by the State water plan and 
that the State has an intensive investigation program underway. In 
these circumstances, we would hesitate to overlap or duplicate States 
studies unless, as stated above, we were specifically directed by the 
Congress to do so. 

10. We have no objection to the new section 7. 
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Since we are informed that there is a particular urgency for the 
submission of the views of this Department, this report has not been 
cleared through the Bureau of the Budget and, therefore, no commit- 
ment can be made concerning the relationship of the views expressed 
herein to the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Royce A. Harpy, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


AMERICAN FeEperAtTION OF LaBor 
AND ConGress OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., May 9, 1958. 
Senator Ciinron P. ANpdERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of 
the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Drak Senator Anperson: We find in going over the committee 
print of S. 1887, the bill to authorize the San Luis unit of the Central 
Valley project in California, that there is very little change in the 
new draft that would correct the objections raised by the California 
State Federation of Labor as outlined in their statement submitted 
to the subcommittee on March 17 and 18, 1958. 

It is our understanding that the California State Federation of 
Labor will present to the subcommittee detailed comments on the 
committee print. 

Thanking you for your courtesy, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
ANbrEW J. BIEMILLER, 
Director, Department of Legislation. 


FRESNO AND Mapera Counties BuILpING 
AND Construction Trapges CouNnciL, 
Fresno, Calif., May 8, 1958. 
Senaror Criinton P. ANDERSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator: In regard to your letter of May 1, 1958, re Com- 
mittee Print No. 1887, this is along the lines of a bill that would be 
acceptable to our local building trades council. 

We would like, however, to see section 3, subsection E of this print 
and section 7 rewritten to the extent that the intent of the Federal 
reclamation law would be fully complied with. 

While it appears on the surface that that is the intent of the bill, 
we think it could be more clearly defined. 

Thanking you for past favors, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 


Loyp M. Meyers, 
Secretary-M anager. 
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CaLiIrorN1IA Farm Bureau FEepERATION, 
Berkeley, Calif., May 9, 1958. 
Hon. Curnron P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator ANpERSON: I have reviewed the committee print of 
S. 1887, to authorize the San Luis unit, Central Valley project of 
California, and am submitting comments on behalf of the California 
Farm Bureau Federation. 

California Farm Bureau Federation polic, y favors joint develop- 
ment of the San Luis unit by the State of California and the Federal 
Government only on the basis of the State maintaining, through the 
contractual agreement, ownership and control of the dam, reservoir, 
forebay and afterbay, with the Federal Government owning and con- 
trolling, for the contract period, the remaining Federal service area 
facilities. This is policy adopted by our house of delegates made up 
of representatives of the 53 county farm bureaus of the State. The 
committee print of S. 1887 does not satisfy the policy since it would 
provide that: (1) the Federal Government would have ownership 
and control during the contract period; (2) at the completion of a con- 
tractual agreement between the State and the Federal Government, 
the State would transfer all titles to lands, easements and rights-of- 
way to the Federal Government; (3) the State would help pay con- 
struction and annual operation, maintenance and replacement costs, 
and (4) that in the event no agreement on contract was reached by 
July 1, 1960, the Federal Government could proceed on its own to 
construct and operate the San Luis unit. 

From a practical standpoint, we cannot see how the Federal Gov- 
ernment could expect to proceed with construction a its own in the 
event a contractual agreement is not reached by July 1, 1960. 

A cutoff date in a bill enacted by Congress would: és ave little mean- 
ing now that the St ite owns part of the site, has obtained part of the 

sasements and rights-of-way, and is in the process of completing this 
acquisition. With these facts before us, there is no alternative for us 
but to oppose the provisions of the committee print as well as the 
original bill. 

We respectfully urge sincere consideration of these comments by 
all members of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Louis A. Rozzont, President. 


CatiForniA Farm Researcu 
AND LeGIsLaTive ComMMITTEEr, 
Santa Clara, ¢ ‘alif., May 9, 1958. 
Hon. Crrnton P. ANnpERsON, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Sen- 
ate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR ANDERSON AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE: 
Thank you very much for sending us a copy of committee print of 
S. 1887 (Knowland and Kuchel) “dated May 1, 1958, with covering 
letter requesting the comments of our committee on revisions made. 
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We refer to legislation “to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, California, 
to enter into an agreement with the State of California with respect 
to construction and operation of such units, and for other purposes.” 

Insofar as we are able to reanalyze this complicated subject within 
the few days between receipt of your communication and the May 10 
stipulated deadline here is our position: 

In a statement submitted to your committee March 17, 1958, in 
support of construction of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley 
project we stated that we were for S. 1887 with the following stipula- 
tion: That the project be federally constructed “fully integrated with 
all existing and future phases of the Central Valley project, including 
the Trinity River division, and to be operated in accordance with the 
public power and acreage provisions of reclamation law.” 

Since formulating our statement we have had an opportunity to 
study the testimony submitted to your subcommittee by the California 
State Federation of Labor on S. 1887 and subsequent testimony dealing 
with implications for relaxing acreage limitation restrictions of recla- 
mation law at hearings April 30, 1958, presented by Senator Paul H. 
Douglas, of Illinois, in regard to S. 1425. 

A reanalysis of the language of S. 1887 in the light of this additional 
testimony as it applies to the acreage provisions of reclamation law, 
which we made one of the conditions of support for S. 1887, seems 
to leave some doubt as to whether sufficient safeguards have been 
incorporated into S. 1887 or the committee print of May 1, 1958. 

Weakness in the language of the bill seems to occur in section 2, 
page 3 of the print which refers to authorization given the Secretary 
of Interior on behalf of the United States “to negotiate and enter 
into a contract with the State of California providing for coordinated 
operation and joint use of the facilities of the San Luis unit in order 
that the State may, without cost to the United States, deliver water 
in service areas outside the San Luis service area as described in the 
report of the Department of the Interior, entitled ‘San Luis unit, 
Central Valley project, dated December 17, 1956, which agreement 
shall not become effective until approved by the State of California.’ ” 

We respectfully submit that grave inequities in benefits could re- 
sult in favor of those who would receive project water outside the 
San Luis service area unless there is included in this section a firm 
commitment in line 12, page 3 referred to above as follows: 

“* * * facilities of the San Luis unit, (insert) under Federal 
reclamation laws, and provided these laws are legally recognized in 
the State of California, etc., ete.” 

As you are aware, our committee submitted testimony in support of 
S. 1425—Douglas, Morse, and Neuberger—April 30, 1958, which we 
feel has considerable bearing when considering Federal projects 
which contemplate providing project water to lands in excess of the 
historic stiplations of reclamation law. 

Should the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation decide that it was in the 
best interests of continued agricultural productivity to make pre ject 
water available to such excess landowners, we would support. inclusion 
in S. 1887 of the formula proposed by Senator Paul Douglas on 
page 8 of his statement on S. 1425 as follows: “This bill would permit 
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the Secretary of Interior to deliver water to individual holdings in 
excess of 160 acres, although it would not require him to do so, in 
the event those excess-landholders were willing to pay the Govern- 
ment the full cost of such water * * * this proposal takes out all 
the Federal subsidy on Reclamation water to excess-land holders. 
Neither power revenues, nor flood control, navigation, fish and wild- 
life, or recreation aspects of a project could subsidize the water for 
excess-land holders. Full interest would have to be paid * * *” 

Thus, the purpose of reclamation policies referred to as under 
State contract outside the San Luis service area would be fulfilled in 
regard to excess-land holders, namely, that they should not be placed 
in position to eclipse “family size farm” irrigators, and thus remove 
the fundamental cornerstone on which the Reclamation Act rests. 

We are also in agreement with the State federation of labor that 
section 4, page 9 of the committee print needs strengthening. We 
refer specifically to line 21 of page 9 where the word “gener ‘ally” is 
used in relation to conformity of contracts to provisions of reclama- 
tion law. 

It appears to us that the point raised by the State federation of 
labor is well taken and that the use of this word may well open loop- 
holes in interpretation of reclamation law which could be dangerous. 

We therefore feel that the word “generally” should be stricken 
and that there should be inserted a specific reference to conformity 
with provisions of reclamation law as they relate to “excess” lands. 

We also feel that a similar loophole exists on page 2, lines 15-16 
of the text of S. 1887 which qualifies compliance with provisions of 
reclamation laws with the phrase: “Except so far as the provisions 
thereof are inconsistent with this act.” 

It would seem to us far better to have the act comply with reclama- 
tion law than to have reclamation law comply with the act. 

Our committee has, since its inception in 1941, the greatest respect 
for the dedication of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs to the principles of reclamation law. 

Since the premise on which we based our support of S. 1887 was 
compliance with these principles we take this opportunity of calling 
to your attention sections of S. 1887 which, after careful consideration, 
we consider as weakening these principles. 

We also ask that you give due weight to other suggestions made 
by the State federation of labor which they feel contradict reclama- 
tion policies but which we, in the limited time at our disposal, do not 
feel in position to discuss in detail. 

Turning to another phase of the San Luis project to which we 
referred in our statement to you of March 17, 1958, we note that the 
committee print does not take into consideration the proposal made 
in H. R. 7295—Gubser which would extend the water service area 
of the San Luis unit in Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda 
Counties. 

This area has been recognized as eligible for Central Valley project 
surplus water in legislation adopted by the Congress in 1949 author- 
izing construction of the American River development of the project 
and rights for such surplus water have been filed for by appropriate 
public agencies in these areas. 
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A study of the economic and physical feasibility of extension of 
the benefits of the project to these counties is required and we hope 
that the Senate committee will include the request for such studies 
in its recommendations on S. 1887. 

Again thanking you for the opportunity to express our views on the 
committee print of S. 1887. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. Grace McDonatp, 
Executive Secretary. 





CALIFORNIA STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
San Francisco, May 9,1958. 
Senator Ciinton R. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator ANDERSON: This office appreciates the invitation ex- 
tended the California State Federation of Labor in your letter dated 
May 1, 1958, to comment on the committee print of S. 1887, relating 
to the San Luis project. 

We have reviewed the bill carefully against the many objections 
raised in our statement filed with your subcommittee when the original 
measure was heard on March 17 and 18, 1958. We sincerely regret 
that our suggestions for improvement have all but been ignored in 
the revised committee print. 

The only exception is a small improvement in subsection (e) of 
section 3, which relates to the transfer to California of the San Luis 
unit and joint use facilities upon repayment of the reimbursable Fed- 
eral costs. Our position that this subsection should be repealed is not 
modified by the addition of the requirement in the committee print 
making future congressional approval necessary before any transfer 
could take place. 

On the other hand, we note the addition of section 7 in the committee 
print which specifically exempts from reclamation law “water de- 
liveries” or the “use of drainage facilities serving lands under con- 
tract with the State to receive a water supply, outside of the San Luis 
service area described in the report of the Department of the Interior, 
entitled ‘San Luis unit, Central Valley project’ dated December 17, 
1946.” This in our opinion is just one more provision added to the 
bill on the side of piecemeal abandonment of reclamation law. We 
frankly fail to understand how it is possible for the Federal Govern- 
ment to participate in a joint undertaking and say, with any respect 
for national reclamation law, that certain lands shall be exempt. 
There would be just as much logic in saying that the left hindquarter 
of a calf was not nourished by the milk it received from its mother. 
In the case at point, the lands proposed for specific exemption con- 
stitute perhaps the greatest single concentration of excess landhold- 
ings in the Nation. 

We note also, from a copy of a letter dated May 8, 1958, to you 
received by this office, that Prof. Paul S. Taylor, of the University of 
California, has commented in considerable detail on the objections 
which we have raised as they relate to the committee print. For the 
sake of brevity, please be advised that the federation is in full agree- 
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ment with his remarks. As far as our organization is concerned, 
S. 1887 remains a vehicle for the destruction of reclamation law. 
Again, thanking you for the courtesy extended to us in this matter, 
Iam, 
Sincerely yours, 
C. J. Haacerry, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


{From Valley Labor Citizen, March 7, 1958] 
Barn Door Agar at San Luis 


According to reports from Washington, D. C., a Senate interior 
subcommittee will hold hearings March 17 and 18 on a bill to author- 
ize construction of the San Luis irr igation project on the west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley. 

I urge upon the Senators every caution because the measure as pres- 
ently drawn leaves the barn door of reclamation law ajar—ajar so 
some large landowners, such as Southern Pacific with 120,000 give- 

way acres, can slip in and rustle away a good chunk of the water 
rights and a perpetual source of economic and political power. 

To tighten up this legislation I would suggest the Senators consider 
the following changes : 

(1) Beginning on line 9, page 2, the bill now reads, “In constructing, 
operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary (of In- 
terior) shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws except so 
far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with this act.’ 

I would suggest a period after the word “laws” and deletion of the 
remainder of that sentence. Such an amendment would require the 
San Luis project to be consistent with reclamation law instead of 
amending the reclamation law to suit the purposes of the large land- 
owners in the San Luis area. 

(2) Section 3 (e) of the present bill provides that once the Federa 
costs allocated for irrigation are repaid, title to the San Luis some 
shall be given to the State at the request of the State which would 
henceforth “assume the obligation and responsibility of providing 
water service to users of the San Luis service area. 

What does this mean? It means that after repayment of irriga- 
tion charges only, Federal reclamation law would be tossed in the 
permanent out basket in favor of State laws which are just about as 
loose as the women on San Francisco’s old Barbary Coast. 

It also means the wheels have been greased for the lump-sum prepay- 
ment gimmick which would allow rich irrigators to buy their way 
around Federal regulations against land speculation and water mo- 
nopoly. They would be allowed to pay off the charges allocated for 
the irrigation works and, henceforth into perpetuity, would run San 
Luis at their pleasure. 

Right now large landowners in the Kings River area are slipping 
this lump-sum crowbar into the backdoor of the reclamation law barn 
in an all-out conspiracy to capture “exclusive and perpetual” (their 
own words) control of Pine Flat Dam. 

I would suggest deleting all of section 3 (e) in the present San Luis 
bill. Also 3 (1) which opens a second-story window of the barn by 
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permitting the Secretary of the Interior to turn over San Luis to the 
State any time “under such conditions (this means any conditions, of 
course) as shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State.” 

(3) Section 4 now provides that the Secretary of the Interior may 
ear other parties to use the drainage system of San Luis by “con- 

orming generally to provisions of Federal reclamation laws * * *.” 
Why not drop the word “generally”? 

Perhaps many other doors and windows have been left ajar in the 
writing of the present San Luis biil. 

Those of us interested in the protection and expansion of liberal 
democratic institutions in our State can only hope that those great 
Democratic Senators Paul Douglas, Wayne Morse, and Richard Neu- 
berger can muster sufficient power to latch all the windows and doors 
in the reclamation law barn before a single cubic yard of concrete is 
poured at San Luis. 

For if even the tiniest crack is left, railroad lawyers will devise a 
legal battering ram, silencer attached, which will quietly slip Southern 
Pacific’s 120,000 acres into the barn. Thereby the SP will take a big 
step toward regaining its long lost political and economic dictatorship 
of our State. 





CALIFORNIA STATE GRANGE, 
Sacramento, Calif., May 8, 1958. 
Hon. Cuinron P. ANDERSON, 
Member, United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator: We were pleased to receive your letter of May 1, 
1958, and enclosed S. 1887 bill to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project. 

The California State Grange has always taken the position the 
Central Valley project should be constructed and administered by the 
Bureau of Reclamation under reclamation law. Regarding the pro- 

osed bill, we believe the San Luis Reservoir should be constructed 
bay the Federal Government without reference to any State project 
or integration by the State. We are particularly opposed to turning 
the project over to the State for administration after construction by 
the Federal Government. The people who support Federal construc- 
tion are of the opinion integration would lead to many complications. 
First, the water impounded by the Federal Government in the San 
Luis Reservoir would probably be delivered to water users for irriga- 
tion at approximately $7 per acre-foot, while water in the San Luis 
Reservoir after integration, delivered by the State, would cost some- 
where around $10 or $11 per acre-foot to irrigationists in practically 
the same service area. We believe this would lead to complications 
in administration which might prove difficult. Further, the Federal 
construction would be administered under the acreage limitation in 
the reclamation law, while the State would have no such restrictions. 

We note on page 3, line 23 of the bill, it is proposed the Secretary 
shall proceed with construction if an agreement has not been executed 
by July 1, 1960. We believe a 2-year delay in starting construction 
of the project by the Federal Government might result in serious 
damage to lands of the so-called West Lands area. According to 
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reports received, the water at this time is showing some mineral con- 
tent which might be harmful to the land. 

It is generally understood State integration in the San Luis Reser- 
voir was based on the State construction of the Feather River project, 
and transporting water from the reservoir to southern California. 
The last session of the California Legislature refused to make any 
further contributions for construction of the Feather River project 
and there is now a growing sentiment in this State, the plans advo- 
cated for Feather River lack feasibility and a movement is underway 
to request the State to abandon construction of the Feather River, 
and this project be developed by the Federal Government and made 
a part of the Central Valley project. 

You will note above, we stated the California State Grange is vig- 
orously opposed to turning the San Luis Reservoir over to the State 
of California for administration after completion. We believe this 
would be very unwise and might prove to be a very harmful arrange- 
ment. 

We note on page 7 of the bill, beginning at line 5, this language 
appears “Upon such conveyance, the State shall assume the obligation 
and responsibility of providing water service to the users of San Luis 
unit service area.” The Federal Government construction will be 
under the reclamation law, and the users will be required to sign the 
recordable contract to sell their excess lands after a 10-year period. 
We are assuming if the State should take over administration, these 
contracts would be nullified and large landholders could receive un- 
limited supply of water even though it might prove detrimental to 
the smaller users. We believe this issue is worthy of careful consid- 
eration by your committee. 

We repeat, the California State Grange vigorously supports the 
proposal, the Federal Government proceed immediately with con- 
struction of the San Luis Reservoir. While they will not come before 
your committee, we might add, we are vigorously opposed to the 
amendments which were offered on the House side by Congressman 
Harlan Hagen in support of the so-called Kern County concept which, 
in our opinion, is nothing other than an attempt to nullify reclama- 
tion law. 

We greatly appreciate the interest you have shown in California’s 
water problems, and the support you have given to Federal develop- 
ment of water and power resources in the Western States. 

Thanks very much for sending us a copy of the bill, and requesting 
our comments. 

Very respectfully yours, 
GEORGE SEHLMEYER, 
Master, California State Grange. 





CaLrrorNtiA Water & Power Users AssocraTIon, 
Sacramento, Calif., May 8, 1958. 
Senator Crinron P. ANpeERSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator: Your request for comment on S. 1887 has been re- 
ceived. Thank you for writing. 

Our association is opposed to the Kern County concept amendments 
by Representative Harlan Hagen, Kings County, which have been 
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offered to this bill. Particularly, we are opposed to section 7, which 
states : 

“The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be ap- 

licable to water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving 

ands under contract with the State to receive a water supply, outside 
of the San Luis service area described in the report of the Department 
of the Interior, entitled ‘San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project,’ dated 
December 17, 1956.” 

As we interpret this section, this would remove the 160-acre limita- 
tion of United States reclamation law from water delivered from 
the San Luis Reservoir to Kern County, which is outside the San Luis 
service area. ’ 

There are many homeowning family farmers in Kern County who 
should receive San Luis water under the excess-lands provision. The 
money of National and State taxpayers should not be used to develop 
irrigation water for land barons, speculators, and absentee banker- 
farmers. This is what section 7 would do, if we interpret it correctly. 

We are pleased to note the inclusion of section 5, calling for study 
of the Pacheco tunnel route for delivery of water from San Luis 
Reservoir to Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey 

Younties. Our association strongly favors this Federal plan and route 
over the State of California’s Feather River project-South Bay aque- 
duct proposal to bring high-cost water to Santa Clara and adjacent 
counties. 

We hope that the subcommittee will consider these comments in a 
favorable light. Again, thank you for asking our opinions. 

Cordially, 
Kirt MacBrine, Secretary. 


CENTRAL CALIFORNIA IrriGATION District, 
Los Banos, Calif., May 6, 1958. 
Re S. 1887. 
Senator Ciinron P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: Received your letter of May 1, 1958, together with 
a committee print of S. 1887 this morning. In view of your request 
for comments to reach your office not later than May 10, 1958, an 
immediate reply is in order. 

As the Central California Irrigation District, as well as the other 
irrigation districts already in existence, particularly on the west side 
of the San Joaquin Valley, are primarily interested in protection from 
the drainage problems that. will inevitably arise from the introduction 
of new water supplies on lands lying above the historically irrigated 
areas, my only comment is directed toward the wording beginning 
on line 25 on page 2 through line 7 on page 3 of the committee print. 

With the approval of Mr. Harvey Banks, director of the California 
State Department of Water Resources, the wording on the drainage 








16 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


provisions of the bill appear to adequately cover the situation, and to 
afford adequate protection to the lower lying lands. 
Thank you for this opportunity to cooperate on this bill. 
Yours very truly, 
C. W. Bares, Secretary-Manager. 


DeprarTMENT OF WATER AND Power, 
Tue Crry or Los ANGELEs, 
Los Angeles, Valif., May 14, 1968. 
Hon. Crin’ron P. Anprrson, 

Thairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator: In accordance with your kind invitation, I am 
submitting, on behalf of the department of water and power, com- 
ments on committee print S. 1887, with amendments, concerning the 
San Luis unit, Central Valley project, California. 

The bill, as amended, has been carefully reviewed and it is our 
considered opinion that it does not provide the safeguards necessary 
to protect the interests of all the people of California. On March 
17-18, 1958, I had the privilege of testifying before your committee 
concerning this bill. At that time I pointed out certain features that 
seemed unsatisfactory in appraising the project. in its broader aspect 
to serve not only the San Luis service area but the many other irriga- 
tion and urban areas that must depend upon capacity use of this unit 
as an essential part of the Peathor River project. The San Luis 
Reservoir is the key to the State’s Feather River project. which 
will serve many times the population and acreage of the San Luis 
area. In view of the importance of the much larger State project we 
believe, along with many other representative California organiza- 
tions, that the Federal legislation should insure that the State will 
have the right to a capacity use of 1,100,000 acre-feet of storage in 
the San Luis Reservoir. This assurance is not provided in the bill 
submitted for our review. 

At the previous hearings your committee’s attention was drawn to 
the objectionable feature of a cutoff date in the bill. We note that 
the committee print still includes such a cutoff date. 

This department, serving water to 2,300,000 citizens of Los Angeles, 
urges your committee to provide adequate protections to the State in 
its plan to use the San Luis Reservoir site. This can be accomplished 
under reasonable contract relationships with the Federal Govern- 
ment. In that connection, we remind your committee that the terms 
of such a contract have been set forth in what is known as the Kern 
County concept and in amendments to S. 1887 suggested by us and by 
the State of California and others at the hearings of your committee 
last March. 

Accordingly, we must again point out to your committee that such 
minimum safeguards are not incorporated in the committee print of 
S. 1887 which you have referred to us for comment and we therefore 
are obliged to register our opposition to the bill in its present form. 

Sincerely, 
Wm. S. Peterson, 
General Manager and Chief Engineer. 
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SraTe or CALIFORNIA, 
DrEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, 
Sacramento, May 8, 1958. 
Hon. Cirnron P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Anperson: I have received the copies of the com- 
mittee print of S. 1887, to authorize the San Luis project, which 
were enclosed with your letter of May 1, 1958. You have requested 
that the comments of this Department reach you not later than May 
10, 1958. In view of this short deadline, I will not attempt to go 
into great detail here, but I refer you to the statement which I made 
before your subcommittee on March 17, 1958, on S. 1887. The March 
17 statement together with the proposed amendments and explana- 
tion which were also submitted at that time, remain the basic position 
of the State on this matter. My remarks here, therefore, are some- 
what selective and should be considered in conjunction with the 
March 17 material. 

The following comments are based on the sections of your com- 
mittee print dated, May 1, 1958. 

Section 1: This section as now written would only authorize the 
Secretary to construct the San Luis unit initially to those capacities 
necessary to serve the Federal San Luis unit service area, with pro- 
vision for future expansion. Nowhere in the section, or anywhere in 
the bill, is specific authority given the Secretary to construct joint- 
use project facilities to serve more than the 500,000 acres of land in 
the Federal service area in the event agreement is reached with the 
State on integration and coordinated operation with the State’s 
Feather River project. In my opinion it is essential that the bill 
recognize that initial construction of the project may include facili- 
ties to be jointly used by and with the State, to serve its service areas 
in southern San Joaquin Valley and southern California, with pro- 
vision, of course, that the State pay its appropriate share of such 
costs. To accomplish this essential objective it would be necessary 
to modify section 1 and the title of the bill substantially in accord- 
ance with this Department’s suggested amendments of March 17. 
Without these amendments the bill does not clearly express the intent 
of the original draftsmen, would not provide for the desired flexi- 
bility and economy in project construction and, accordingly, would 
not be satisfactory to this Department. 

We strongly support the inclusion of the language with respect to 
the master drain on line 25 of page 2 and lines 1-7 on page 3. 

Section 2: Language should be added to this section to include the 
concept of construction of more than the 1 million acre-foot reservoir, 
etc., which would serve only the Federal service area. Please refer to 
our suggested amendments of March 17. 

The need for the new language on lines 17 and 18 of page 3 is not 
apparent. Obviously, there can be no agreement unless both parties 
(the United States and the State) approve the contract. As I recall, 
the discussion of such language at the March 17 hearings was in con- 
nection with the cutoff date which is covered subsequently in section 2. 

We approve the basic concept of the language on lines 21-25 of page 
4 and lines 1-6 on page 5, but it should be modified to cover the idea of 
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initial construction of more than the small project. The following 
language is suggested : 

“* * * but if the State shall make available to the Secretary sufli- 
cient funds to pay an appropriate share of the construction cost of 
the San Luis unit and the joint-use facilities, it shall have an irrevo- 
cable right to enlarge or modify such facilities at any time in the 
future * * *.” 

Section 3: Subsection 3 (a) is satisfactory. Subsections 3 (b), 3 
(c), and 3 (d) should be modified as necessary to more clearly express 
the concept of the possible initial construction of joint-use facilities. 
See page 4 of our March 17 amendments. 

Subsections 3 (g) and 3 (h) remain as they were in the original bill. 
The language proposed in our March 17 amendments was designed to 
meet, specific objections raised to the original version by concerned 
water interests in Kern County and southern california as well as to 
remove certain ambiguities and uncertainties which we believe exist 
in the current language. For these reasons, we again suggest that 
consideration be given to the amendments to these sections that we have 
previously proposed. Obviously, the spec ific capacities in the joint- 
use facilities to be used by the U nited States and by the State would 
have to be set forth in the contract. Neither partner in the joint ven- 
ture should have the right to encroach upon the capacity which the 
other has paid for. See pages 6 and 7 of our March 17 amendments. 

Section 5: As indicated in our letter to you of May 8, 1958, we would 
not object to the inclusion of this new section. 

Section 7: I urge the inclusion of this new section for the reasons 
given on page 4 of the explanatory material submitted to your com- 
mittee on March 17. 

I sincerely hope that these comments will be of use to you and the 
subcommittee in further considering the proposed project. I have 
taken the liberty of circulating copies of the committee print of S. 
1887 to the interested water users groups in California and have sug- 
gested that they submit their comments directly to you. If we can be 
of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call on us. 


Very truly yours, 
Harvey O. Banks, Director. 


Srate or CaLirornta, 
DerarTMENT OF WarTER Resources, 
Sacramento, May 8, 1958. 
Hon. Crinton P. AnpdeERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator AnpEersoN: On March 17, 1958, in hearings be- 
for the subcommittee on irrigation and reclamation, you requested that 
I comment upon a rec omemndation submitted by Congressman Gubser 
regarding inserting language into Senate bill 1887 similar to that 
which appears in section 4 of House Resolution 7295. This inclu- 
sion would authorize the Secretary of Interior to extend the service 
area of the San Luis unit to include Santa Clara, San Benito, and 
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Alameda Counties and to construct the facilities necessary to deliver 
water to these counties after a finding of feasibility and with the 
approval of the Governor of the State of California. 

I have delayed submitting our comments because the matter was 
before the just concluded session of the California State Legislature. 

By Senate Joint Resolution No. 8 (1958 first extraordinary session ) 
the California Legislature has memorialized the Congress, the Cali- 
fornia delegation, and the Bureau of Reclamation to authorize and 
make the necessary investigations and studies to determine the feasi- 
bility of supplying water from the Central Valley project or the San 
Luis Project to San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties. I 
am enclosing a copy of Senate Joint Resolution No. 8. 

The South Bay hesetut unit of the Feather River project has been 
authorized for State construction by the California Legislature to 
provide water for Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, and San 

3enito Counties. Funds have been appropriated for preparation of 
construction plans and specifications for this project and for purchase 
of regulatory reservoir sites. Plans are well advanced for those por- 
tions of the aqueduct which would serve water in Alameda, Contra 
Costa, and Santa Clara Counties, and land is being purchased for one 
of the proposed reservoirs in Santa Clara County. 

In view of the action taken by the legislature and the advanced stage 
of planning on the South Bay Aqueduct, it appears that the language 
contained in section 4 of House Resolution 7279 should not be included 
in Senate bill 1887, insofar as it refers to Santa Clara and Alameda 
Counties. You will note that Senate Resolution No. 8 requests only 
that studies be made to determine the feasibility of supplying water 
to San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties. Even these 
counties could be serviced through the presently authorized South 
Bay Aqueduct. However, in view of action of the California Legis- 
lature, there would be no objection to Congressman Gubser’s proposal] 
if it referred only to San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterery Counties. 

Very truly yours, 
Harvey O. Banks, Director. 


SENATE Joint Reso.tution No. 8 
Chapter —— 


Senate Joint Resolution No. 8—Relative to providing San Benito, Santa Cruz, and 
Monterey Counties with a supply of water from the Central Valley Project 


Whereas the anticipated increase in population and in industrial development 
in the area comprising the Counties of San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey, 
together with the intense agricultural activity now existing in that area, will 
combine increasingly to tax existing water supplies of the region; and 

Whereas at present the watersheds of San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey 
Counties are virtually the sole source of the water supply for the region; and 

Whereas to meet the desperate water needs of this region, it is necessary 
that the most feasible plan to obtain an additional supply of water be determined 
with the least possible delay ; and 

Whereas it may prove advantageous to San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey 
Counties to have an alternative choice to the service contemplated by the Cali- 
fornia Water Plan; and 

Whereas lack of a report made by the Secretary of the Interior, through the 
Bureau of Reclamation, on the feasibility of serving San Benito, Santa Cruz, 
and Monterey Counties with water from the Central Valley Project or the 
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San Luis Project, or both, may preclude the possibility of congressional authori- 
zation of a federal reclamation project to serve the area; and 

Whereas lack of congressional authorization of a federal reclamation project 
to serve San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties with water from the 
Central Valley Project or the San Luis Project, or both, would deny citizens of 
the area an alternative choice of the service contemplated by the California 
Water Plan: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed by the Senate and Assembly of the State of California, jointly, That 
the Legislature of the State of California respectfully memorializes the Congress 
of the United States and the Secretary of the Interior, through the Bureau of 
Reclamation, to take such action as may be necessary to conduct and complete 
with least possible delay the necessary investigations, surveys, and studies for 
the purpose of providing plans and feasibility reports to furnish a supply of 
water from the Central Valley Project or the San Luis Project, or both, to San 
Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties, all generally in keeping with Sec- 
tion 2 of the Act of October 14, 1949 (63 Stat. 852) authorizing the American 
River Division Central Valley Project ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate be hereby directed to transmit 
copies of this resolution to the President and Vice President of the United States, 
to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and to each Senator and Repre- 
sentative from California in the Congress of the United States, and to the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation. 


Hovusk or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 13,1958. 
Hon. Ciinton P. ANDERSON, 
United States Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Anverson: This letter is written for the purpose of 
placing in writing my verbal request made last Friday in your office. 

First, may I express my appreciation for your taking time out of 
your busy schedule to discuss the provisions of S. 1887 relative to the 
San Luis unit of the Central Valley project ? 

I am very grateful for the inclusion of section 5 in the committee 

rint of S. 1887, and can assure you that it is unanimously approved 
in my district. I would suggest inclusion of the words on we 16 
following the word “authority,” “or any public agency or agencies.” 
This would conform to a request made of me by the Santa Clara 
County Board of Supervisors. 

The extension of the Central Valley project service area to include 
my district is of vital importance to me. As you know, we have fol- 
lowed an unusually ambitious program of local water development. 
We now feel that inclusion in the Central Valley project service area 
is essential. 

I know you will agree that authorization for a project to serve my 
district would be easier in the original San Luis legislation than it 
would be subsequent to its passage. I therefore respectfully request 
your consideration of language in the bill similar to section 4 of my 
own version of the Sisk bill, which is marked and enclosed herein. As 

ou will see, the authorized extension would be subject to acceptance 
le the Congress of a favorable feasibility report. 

Thanking you for your consideration, I am 

Yours sincerely, 


Cuaries 8, GuBSER. 
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[H. R. 7295, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other 
purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing 

water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land 
in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto of 
furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation and 
fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to 
as the Secretary), is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis 
unit as an integral part of the Central Valley project. The principal engineering 
features of said unit, which may be constructed to permit future expansion, shall 
be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, a forebay and afterbay, the 

San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and necessary pumping plants and 

distribution systems, drains, channels. levees, flood works, and related facilities. 

In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary 

shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 

Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) except so 

far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. Construction of the 

San Luis unit shall not be commenced until the Secretary has secured, or has 

satisfactory assurances of his abiilty to secure, all rights to the use of water 

which are necessary to carry out the purposes of the unit and the terms and 
conditions of this act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to negotiate 
and enter into an agreement witb the State of California (hereinafter referred 
to as the State) providing for coordinated operation and joint use of the facilities 
of the San Luis unit, in order that the State may, without cost to the United 
States, deliver water in service areas outside the San Luis service area as 
described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled “San Luis 
Unit, Central Valley Project’ dated December 17, 1956. The Secretary shall not 
commence construction of the San Luis unit, except for the preparation of designs 
and specifications and other preliminary work, until the execution of such an 
agreement between the United States and the State, but if such an agreement 
has not been executed by May 1, 1958, and if, after consultation with the Governor 
of the State, the Secretary determines that the prospects of reaching accord on 
the terms thereof are not reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct and 
operate the San Luis unit in accordance with section 1 of this Act. In con- 
sidering the prospects of reaching accord on the terms of the agreement the 
Secretary shall give substantial weight to any relevant affirmative action there- 
tofore taken by the State, including the enactment of State legislation authoriz- 
ing the State to acquire and convey to the United States title to lands to be used 
for the San Luis unit or assistance given by it in financing Federal design and 
construction of the unit. The authority conferred upon the Secretary by the 
first sentence of this section shall not, except as is otherwise provided in this 
section, be construed as a limitation upon the exercise by him of the authority 
conferred in section 1 of this Act. 

Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to 
in section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the project works and features to be constructed by the Secretary 
shall be so designed and constructed as to permit either (i) immediate 
integration and coordinated operation with the State’s water projects or 
(i)) such subsequent enlargement or other modification as may be required 
for integration and coordinated operation therewith ; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the con- 
struction period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the con- 
struction costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in 
paragraph (a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual 
installments, each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total 
expenditures during that year as the total of the State’s share bears to 
the total cost of the facilities ; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secre- 
tary and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
and other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States, 
but the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to interfere 
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with the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth in section 
1 of this Act; 

(d) the State shall pay annually an appropriate service charge in con- 
nection, with, and/or an appropriate share of the operation, maintenance 
and replacement costs of, those features of the San Luis unit which are used 
or designed to be used jointly by the United States and the State and any 
other features of the Central Valley project which are of service to the 
State ; 

(e) upon completion of repayment of those portions of the reimbursable 
Federal costs of constructing the Central Valley project which are assignable 
to the San Luis unit, title to the facilities of the San Luis unit shall, upon 
request of the State, be conveyed to the State. Upon such conveyance, the 
State shall assume the obligation and responsibility of providing water 
service to the users of San Luis unit service area; 

(f) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary and 
the State, the State shall convey to the United States title to any lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way which it then owns and which are required for 
facilities of the San Luis unit to be used jointly by the United States and 
the State. The State shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of the 
San Luis unit. The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds ad- 
vanced by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and specifications 
or for any other work in connection with the San Luis unit; 

(g) the United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities in 
the works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States 
and the State as shall be required to carry out the purposes of section 1 of 
this Act. Such unrestricted use shall extend throughout the repayment 
period and so long thereafter as title to the works remains in the United 
States ; 

(h) the State shall have unrestricted use of the remainder of the capacity 
of San Luis Reservoir and of other jointly used facilities for water service 
outside the San Luis unit service area solely under the jurisdiction of the 
State ; 

(i) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the 
United States and the State at such time and under such conditions as 
shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State; 

(j) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and main- 
tenanee of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organization 
which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United States under 
the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the works 
of the San Luis unit shall continue to have and to enjoy the same rights 
which it would have had under its contract with the United States and the 
provisions of paragraph (4) of section 1 of the Act of July 2, 1956 (70 
Stat. 483, 48 U. S. C. 485h-1) in the absence of such transfer, and its enjoy- 
ment of such rights shall be without added cost or other detriment arising 
from such transfer ; 

(k) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. C. 662), the features of the unit 
to which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of 
title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated 
and maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such alloca- 
tion is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those features, 
the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be paid 
by the State. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to extend the water service area of the 
San Luis unit to Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties 
and to construct the Santa Clara-San Benito-Santa Cruz-Monterey unit of 
the Central Valley project: Provided, That construction of such unit shall not 
be undertaken until a report demonstrating its physical and economic feasibility 
has been completed, reviewed by the State, and approved by the Seeretary and 
by the Congress, and in no event prior to July 1, 1962, unless in the meantime 
the Governor of the State of California shall have notified the Secretary that 
the State approves construction of the Santa Clara-San Benito-Santa Cruz- 
Monterey unit as an integral part of the Central Valley project. The authority 
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contained in this section shall not be held to be a limitation on the exercise 
by the Secretary of the authority conferred on him by sections 1 and 2 of this Act, 

Sec. 5. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and 
is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construction 
and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which 
the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works 
authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of said 
area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation 
facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping 
energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of February 
21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 43 U. S.C. 523). 

Sec. 6. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, to 
construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized by this Act, other than distribution 
systems and drains, the sum of ——-—--—————— plus, such additional amount, 
if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs of construction of the 
types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indices. There 
are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts as 
are required (a) for construction of such distribution systems and drains as 
are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for operation and maintenance 
of the unit. 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 21, 1958. 
Hon. Cirnton P. Anprrson, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator AnpERSON: On March 17, 1958, in hearings before 
the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, you requested the 
director of the State Division of Water Resources, Mr. Harvey O. 
Banks, to comment upon a suggestion that language similar to section 
4 of H. R. 7295 be included in S. 1887. Mr. Banks furnished these 
requested comments in a letter under date of May 8. I learned of this 
letter from the Washington correspondent for the San Jose Mercury 
and News and your committee staff was kind enough to furnish me 
with a copy. 

I strongly believe that the above-mentioned letter from Mr. Banks 
is misleading and does not give complete information. I am, there- 
fore, taking this opportunity of writing you and furnishing additional 
information which I respectfully request be made a part of the record 
immediately following the letter from Mr, Banks. 

On the first page of his letter Mr. Banks states that the matter was 
before the just concluded session of the California Legislature and 
that the legislature passed Senate Joint Resolution No. 8 memorializ- 
ing the Congress to authorize and make the necessary investigations 
and studies to determine the feasibility of swpplying water from the 
Central Valley project to San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey 
Counties. Though Mr. Banks did not specifically say so, I believe 
he has implied that the action of the legislature in requesting a study 
for the above-mentioned three counties and excepting Santa Clara 
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County constitutes opposition to the principles of section 4 of H. R. 
7295. I believe this is in error for the following reason : 

The matter of requesting a study in Santa C at County was never 
before the entire legislature. At my request a resolution was sub- 
mitted to the legislature which ound ‘all for a study of Santa Clara 
County along with San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties. 
A hearing was held in one of the assembly committees. It is my un- 
derstanding that the committee was about to vote favorably on this 
resolution when when assemblyman from Santa Clara County, Bruce 
F. Allen, voiced an objection to its passage. It is well known, and I 
am sure you will agree, that in any legislative body where the repre- 
sentative of an area concerned objects to the passage of legislation 
which affects only that area, the committee usually abides by his 
wishes. I might point out, however, that Assemblyman Clark Brad- 
ley who also represents Santa Clara County was heartily in favor of 
my suggested resolution. It is also significant that the Santa Clara 
Valley Conservation District, the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda 
County Water Authority, the San Benito County Board of Super- 
visors, and the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors were in favor 
of the resolution as it was originally submitted. I must conclude that 
Mr. Banks is in error when he says that the matter was before the 
California State Legislature. Senate Joint Resolution No. 8, because 
of one man’s objection, did not include Santa Clara County and was 
the only resolution voted upon. 

I also take exception to the inference on page 2 of Mr. Banks’ 
letter that because of past appropriations by the State legislature and 
because plans are well advanced for the so-called South Bay aqueduct 
that its construction is imminent. Mr. Banks neglected to mention 
that the Governor’s budget bill at the last session of the California 
State Legislature included a further appropriation for construction 
of the South Bay aquaduct and it was not acted upon favorably. In 
fact. during the just concluded session not a single dime was appro- 
priated for continuation of the South Bay aqueduct. Though I will 
not so state, it would not be beyond the realm of reason to interpret 
this action by the legislature as an indication of a change in attitude. 

Mr. Banks did send me a copy of another letter he wrote to you on 
May 8, 1958, in which he states on page 3 that he would have no ob- 
jection to section 5 in your committee print of S. 1887. Section 5 as 
you know authorizes and directs the Bureau of Reclamation to con- 
duct a study on the feasibility of serving Santa Clara, San Benito, 
Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties with Central Valley project 
water, 

It is entirely inconsistent for Mr. Banks to indicate in one letter 
written on May 8 that he is opposed to section 4 of H. R. 7295 because 
of failure of the State legislature to include Santa Clara County in 
its request for a study and in another letter on the same day to endorse 
section 5 in S. 1887 which directs the study including Santa Clara 
County. 

There is one further and very glaring omission in Mr. Banks’ letter 
of May 8 in opposition to my Section 4 of H. R. 7295. Had Mr. Banks 
completely answered the questions you asked him on March 17, 1958, 
he would have included a copy of an Office Report on South Bay 
Aqueduct Alternative Route Studies by Herbert W. Greydanus, senior 
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hydraulic engineer, California Department of Water Resources. This 
report was finished early this year and was first released within the 
last few days. I have been furnished with a copy of this report and 
would like to quote briefly from it. 

* * * Drilling at the proposed Air Point and Evergreen Dam sites has revealed 
foundation conditions that would require considerably more costly treatment 
than formerly estimated * * *. 

Norr.—The Air Point and Evergreen Dam sites are a part of the 
South Bay aqueduct proposal and the State water plan. 

The Greydanus’ report continues: 

In view of the foregoing factors, it was considered necessary to reappraise 
the water requirements of the South Bay aqueduct service area and to re- 
evaluate the alternative means of delivering the needed water, prior to prepara- 
tion of construction plans and specifications. These studies were conducted 
by the Department of Water Resources in close cooperation with local water 
service agencies and the Santa Clara-Alameda-San Benito Water Authority 
during the summer and fall of 1957 * * *. 

A total of 13 alternative plans * * * were investigated. Of the numerous 
plans which were studied, three plans are discussed in this paper. 

Plan 1 * * * is the same basic plan for the South Bay aqueduct as authorized 
by the legislature in 1951. 

Plan 2 would provide water for Contra Costa, Alameda, and Santa Clara 
Counties from a shortened South Bay aqueduct and water for San Benito County 
by means of a tunnel from the proposed San Luis Reservoir * * *. 

Plan 3 would provide water for Contra Costa and Alameda Counties from a 
shortened South Bay aqueduct and water for Santa Clara and San Benito Coun- 
ties by means of a tunnel and canal from the proposed San Luis Reservoir * * *. 

The following conclusion is listed on page 3 of the Greydanus 
report : 

The capital and annual costs of plan 1 (the South Bay aqueduct) would be 
significantly greater than the corresponding costs of plan 2 or plan 3. 

On page 15, Mr. Greydanus shows that the combined per acre-foot 
costs of plan 2 and plan 3 are much cheaper than plan 1. 

The above quotations clearly indicate that the State of California 
has retreated from its firm decision to serve the area involved in sec- 
tion 4 of H. R. 7295 from the South Bay aqueduct alone and is con- 
sidering alternate proposals. In other words the State is not definite 
in its planning as Mr. Banks has implied. 

These quotations were from the preliminary and unofficial Grey- 
danus report. The final and official report is now released and the 
sense of the quotations is a 

I am enclosing a copy of the official report and respectfully request 
that it also be inserted in the record. 

From the above information I believe you will agree that Mr. Bunks 
has not completely responded to the questions you put to him on March 
17, 1958. 

I wish to point out that I am not in opposition to the construction of 
the South Bay aqueduct by the State of California. On the contrary 
I sincerely believe that both the Pacheco Tunnel and the South Bay 
aqueduct must eventually be built. I, therefore, respectfully urge 
that your committee and the Senate take a decisive step in this direc- 
tion by including language in S. 1887 which is similar to section 4 of 
H. R. 295. 

Yours sincerely, 


Cuar.es S. GuBskr. 
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[H. R. 7295, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of 
furnishing water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand 
acres of land in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as inci- 
dents thereto of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and provid- 
ing recreation and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior 
(hereinafter referred to as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, 
and maintain the San Luis unit as an integral part of the Central Valley project. 
The principal engineering features of said unit, which may be constructed to 
permit future expansion, shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis 
site, a forebay and afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, 
and necessary pumping plants and distribution systems, drains, channels, levees, 
flood works, and related facilities. In constructing, operating, and maintaining 
the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation 
laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or sup- 
plementary thereto) except so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent 
with this Act. Construction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced until 
the Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory assurances of his ability to secure, 
all rights to the use of water which are necessary to carry out the purposes of 
the unit and the terms and conditions of this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to nego- 
tiate and enter into an agreement with the State of California (hereinafter 
referred to as the State) providing for coordinated operation and joint use of 
the facilities of the San Louis unit, in order that the State may, without cost 
to the United States, deliver water in service areas outside the San Luis service 
area as described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled 
“San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project” dated December 17, 1956. The Secre- 
tary shall not commence construction of the San Luis unit, except for the 
preparation of designs and specifications and other preliminary work, until the 
execution of such an agreement between the United States and the State, but 
if such an agreement has not been executed by May 1, 1958, and if, after con- 
sultation with the Governor of the State, the Secretary determines that the 
prospects of reaching accord on the terms thereof are not reasonably firm, he 
may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis unit in accordance with 
section 1 of this Act. In considering the prospects of reaching accord on the 
terms of the agreement the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any rele- 
vant affirmative action theretofore taken by the State, including the enactment 
of State legislation authorizing the State to acquire and convey to the United 
States title to lands to be used for the San Luis unit or assistance given by it 
in financing Federal design and construction of the unit. The authority eon- 
ferred upon the Secretary by the first sentence of this section shall not, except 
as is otherwise provided in this section, be construed as a limitation upon the 
exercise by him of the authority conferred in section 1 of this Act. 

Spe. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to 
in section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the project works and features to be constructed by the Secretary 
shall be so designed and constructed as to permit either (i) immediate 
integration and coordinated operation with the State’s water projects or 
(ii) such subsequent enlargement or other modification as may be required 
for integration and coordinated operation therewith ; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the con- 
struction period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the con- 
struction costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in 
paragraph (a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual 
installments, each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total 
expenditures during that year as the total of the State’s share bears to 
the total cost of the facilities ; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secre- 
tary and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
and other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States, 
but the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to interfere 
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with the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth in section 
1 of this Act; 

(d) the State shall pay annually an appropriate service charge in con- 
nection with, and/or an appropriate share of the operation, maintenance 
and replacement costs of, those features of the San Luis unit which are 
used or designed to be used jointly by the United States and the State and 
any other features of the Central Valley project which are of service to 
the State; 

(e) upon completion of repayment of those portions of the reimbursable 
Federal costs of constructing the Central Valley project which are assign- 
able to the San Luis unit, title to the facilities of the San Luis unit shall, 
upon request of the State, be conveyed to the State. Upon such convey- 
ance, the State shall assume the obligation and responsibility of providing 
water service to the users of San Luis unit service area ; 

(f) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary 
and the State, the State shall convey to the United States title to any lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way which it then owns and which are required 
for facilities of the San Luis unit to be used jointly by the United States 
and the State. The State shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of 
the San Luis unit. The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds 
advanced by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and specifications 
or for any other work in connection with the San Luis unit ; 

(g) the United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities in 
the works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States 
and the State as shall be required to carry out the purposes of section 1 
of this Act. Such unrestricted use shall extend throughout the repayment 
period and so long thereafter as title to the works remains in the United 
States ; 

(h) the State shall have unrestricted use of the remainder of the capacity 
of San Luis Reservoir and of other jointly used facilities for water service 
outside the San Luis unit service area solely under the jurisdiction of the 
State ; 

(i) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly 
by the United States and the State at such time and under such conditions 
as shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State; 

(j) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and main- 
tenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organiza- 
tion which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United States 
under the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the 
works of the San Luis unit shall continue to have and to enjoy the same 
rights which it would have had under its contract with the United States 
and the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 1 of the Act of July 2, 1956 
(70 Stat. 483, 43 U. S. C. 485h-1) in the absence of such transfer and its 
enjoyment of such rights shall be without added cost or other detriment 
arising from such transfer ; 

(k) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. C. 662), the features of the unit to 
which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of title 
or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated and 
maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such allocation 
is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those features, 
the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be paid by 
the State. 


Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to extend the water service area of the 
San Luis unit to Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda Counties and to con- 
struct the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit of the Central Valley project: 
Provided, That construction of such unit shall not be undertaken until a report 
demonstrating its physical and economic feasibility has been completed, reviewed 
by the State, and approved by the Secretary and by the Congress, and in no event 
prior to July 1, 1962, unless in the meantime the Governor of the State of Cali- 
fornia shall have notified the Secretary that the State approves construction of 
the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit as an integral part of the Central 
Valley project. The authority contained in this section shall not be held to be a 
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limitation on the exercise by the Secretary of the authority conferred on him by 
sections 1 and 2 of this Act. 

Sec. 5. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and 
is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construction 
and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which 
the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works 
authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of said 
area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation 
facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumpnig 
energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of Febru- 
ary 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 48 U. S. C. 523). 

Sec. 6. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, to 
construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal recreational laws. 

Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis-unit authorized by this Act, other than distribution 
systems and drains, the sum of plus, such additional 
amount, if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs of construction 
of the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indices. 
There are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts 
as are required (a) for construction of such distribution systems and drains as 
are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for operation and maintenance 
of the unit. 











OFFICE REPORT ON SoutTH BAy AQUEDUCT ALTERNATIVE ROUTE STUDIES 


(By Herbert W. Greydanus, senior hydraulic engineer, California Department of 
Water Resources, April 21, 1958) 


The State legislature, by enactment of chapter 1441, Statutes of 1951, authorized 
the Feather River project for construction by the State. The Alameda-Santa 
Clara-San Benito branch of the Feather River project aqueduct (subsequently 
renamed the South bay aqueduct), is a feature of the authorized Feather River 
project. In 1956, the legislature appropriated funds for “engineering and explo- 
ration work, and for acquisition of reservoir sites for the Alameda-Contra Costa- 
Santa Clara-San Benito branch aqueduct.” 

During the 5-year interval which elapsed between authorization of the South 
Bay aqueduct and the first direct action by the legislature to accomplish its con- 
struction, several important studies were completed which related to the water 
requirements of the service are. These studies led to State Water Resources 
Board Bulletins No. 2, Water Utilization and Requirements of California, and 
No. 7, Santa Clara Valley investigation, both dated June 1955, and the preliminary 
edition of No. 13, Alameda County Investigation, dated July 1955. The most 
significant single disclosure of these studies, as they relate to the South Bay 
aqueduct, was that the local water resources in the portion of Santa Clara County 
south of Morgan Hill could be so developed as to meet all of the future demands of 
that area. 

New population estimates of the area were developed during studies leading to 
the report of the water project authority, entitled “Feasibility of Construction 
by the State of Barriers in the San Francisco Bay System,” dated March 1955. 
These studies disclosed that the historically agricultural water demands of Ala- 
meda and Santa Clara Counties will gradually give way to a predominantly urban 
demand by the end of the century. 

Several alternative ways of importing water to the South Bay area were pro- 
posed, at the local level, during the 1951-56 period. These proposals, in part, 
were alternatives to the authorized project. The city of San Francisco has stated 
its willingness to serve municipal and industrial water in portions of northern 
Santa Clara County and southwestern Alameda County. Water service agencies 
and representatives of these areas have requested that consideration be given by 
the Department of Water Resources to supplying supplemental municipal and in- 
dustrial water, as well as irrigation water, from the South Bay aqueduct. The 
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necessity of avoiding conflict or duplication between service by the city of San 
Francisco for municipal and industrial water and the proposed service from the 
South Bay aqueduct is recognized. However, because of the requests of the local 
representatives, consideration was given to providing supplemental municipal 
and industrial water to the areas of conflicting service. The quantities to be so 
provided were in addition to the quantities which the local water service agencies 
stated they propose to obtain from the city of San Francisco. 

A great deal, of field and exploration work has been accomplished with the 
funds which were made available in 1956. Drilling at the proposed Airport and 
Evergreen Dam sites has revealed foundation conditions that would require 
considerably more costly treatment than formerly estimated. Recent drilling at 
the Del Valle Dam site and in the reservoir area (formerly called Sanatorium 
Dam Reservoir) indicates that the dam foundation and reservoir conditions 
would be satisfactory. 

In view of the foregoing factors, it was considered necessary to reappraise the 
water requirements of the South Bay aqueduct service area and to reevaluate the 
alternative means of delivering the needed water, prior to preparation of con- 
struction plans and specifications. These studies were conducted by the Depart- 
ment of Water Resources in close cooperation with local water-service agencies 
and the Santa Clara-Alameda-San Benito Water Authority during the summer 
and fall of 1957. The purpose of this report is to summarize the principal con- 
clusions which were reached regarding the most economic means of delivering 
supplemental water to Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito 
Counties. The conclusions are based on studies of a preliminary nature which 
are suitable for comparison of alternative plans. However, further studies may 
indicate the need for some modifications of certain features prior to final design. 
A summary of the supporting studies is included in this paper. 

A total of 13 alternative plans and about 40 modifications thereof were in- 
vestigated. Of the numerous plans which were studied, the most economical 
plan for each of the three basic combinations of alternative routes are discussed 
in this report. 

Plan I, shown on plate 1, is the same basic plan for the South Bay aqueduct 
as authorized by the legislature in 1951. Water would be pumped from the 
proposed Feather River project aqueduct to a tunnel near Brushy Peak. The 
South Bay aqueduct would be located along the eastern and southern edge of 
Livermore Valley, continue southwestward to the vicinity of Mission San Jose, 
and from there, continue southward along the eastern side of the Santa Clara 
Valley to a terminous near Pacheco Creek in San Benito County. Water would 
be pumped from the Feather River project aqueduct at a uniform rate through- 
out the year and primary regulatory storage would be acomplished in reservoirs 
on Arroyo del Valle and on Silver Creek at the Evergreen site. 

Plan II would provide water for Contra Costa, Alameda, and Santa Clara 
Counties from a shortened South Bay aqueduct and water for San Benito County 
by means of the Pacheco Pass Tunnel. The South Bay aqueduct would follow 
the same general alinement as described above under plan I but would terminate 
in the vicinity of Milpitas. Primary regulation would be accomplished at dell 
Valle Reservoir site. The Pacheco Pass Tunnel would divert directly from the 
proposed San Luis Reservoir to Pacheco Creek. A pumping plant would lift 
water from the reservoir during times when the stage is below the tunnel inlet. 
Plan II is shown on plate 2. 

Plan III would provide water for Contra Costa and Alameda Counties from a 
shortened South Bay aqueduct and water for Santa Clara and San Benito Coun- 
ties from the proposed San Luis Reservoir by means of the Pacheco-Morgan Hill 
aqueduct. The South Bay aqueduct would follow the same general alinement as 
described under plan I but would terminate at the proposed del Valle Reservoir 
where primary regulation would be accomplished. Water would be released 
from the aqueduct about 1 mile below the Brushy Peak Tunnel outlet and con- 
veyed in improved natural water courses to the southwestern portion of Alameda 
County along San Francisco Bay. The portion of this water which would have 
to be repumped for local distribution was considered in the economic comparison 
of the alternative plans. The Pacheco-Morgan Hill aqueduct would include a tun- 
nel through the Coast Range and a pumping plant to divert water from the pro- 
posed San Luis Reservoir. An aqueduct consisting of pipe and canal, with a 
relift pumping plant, would extend from the outlet of the tunnel along Pacheco 
Creek and northward up the southern arm of Santa Clara Valley to the vicinity 
of Morgan Hill. Water for San Benito County would be released at the end of 
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tunnel and water for Santa Clara County would be released into Coyote Creek 
near Morgan Hill. Plan III is shown on plate 3. 

The aqueducts of the alternative plans were designed as main supply systems 
under the premise that local water service agencies would be responsible for 
distribution. Gravity diversion could be readily accomplished throughout most 
of the service areas under the alternative plans. Special consideration must be 
given to the means of distributing water in northern Santa Clara Valley. As 
subsequently discussed in greater detail, in order to overcome the ground water 
overdraft, it will be necessary to provide surface distribution in the Sunnyvale- 
Milpitas area due to the limited transmissibility of the ground water aquifers. 
By providing surface disrtibution of imported water in the Sunnvale-Milpitas 
area, it would be possible to reduce the rate of ground water extraction in this 
area which would eliminate the threat of sea water intrusion. Regulation of 
ground water pumping can be accomplished under existing statutes by local 
districts through assessments. 


CONCLUSIONS 


Based upon the studies leading to this report, the following conclusions may 
be made: 

1. Local water supplies available in the southern portion of Santa Clara 
County can be developed to meet the ultimate requirements of that area. 

2. It will be necessary to reduce the rate of ground water extraction in the 
pressure zone in northern Santa Clara Valley to eliminate the ground water 
overdraft and the threat of saline water intrusion. 

3. Supplemental imported water must be distributed in the Sunnyvale-Milpitas 
area in a surface distribution system since the ground water aquifers do not 
have sufficient transmissibility to convey adequate amounts of water from 
the possible percolation areas. 

4. Under existing statutes, the local water districts in Santa Clara Courty can 
regulate the amount of ground water pumpage and the amount of surface 
water deliveries by assessments. 

5. The capital and annual costs of plan I would be significantly greater than 
the corresponding costs of plan II or plan ITI. 

6. The capital and annual costs of plan II and plan III are in the same 
magnitude and a choice between these two plans must include consideration 
of the problems and costs of water distribution within the service areas. 

7. The aqueducts under plan II, which are located through or adjacent to 
the areas which require supplemental water, afford greater flexibility for dis- 
tribution of water than the aqueducts under plan III. 

8. Supplemental water could be readily furnished to the Pajaro Valley in 
Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties, as recently requested by local representa- 
tives, with either plan II or plan III. 

9. Plan II would be the best means of delivering supplemental water to the 
service areas, in-luding the Pajaro Valley in Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties. 

The foregoing conclusions are based upon detailed studies which are sum- 
marized in the following sections. 


SUPPLEMENTAL WATER REQUIREMENTS 


The estimated supplemental water requirements in the service area of the 
South Bay aqueduct in Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito 
Counties are shown in table 1. These estimates are based on the detailed 
studies of population and land use which were developed for the San Francisco 
Bay Counties water plan as presented in department of water resources bulletin 
No. 60, Salinity Control Barrier Investigation. Consideration was given to 
population and water requirement estimates prepared by local service agencies 
and also to the problems of water distribution and the probable rate of develop- 
ment of distribution systems. The supplemental water requirements during 
the first decade in some areas may be slightly higher than those indicated in 
table 1, but, due to limitations in distribution systems, it is believed that the 
water deliveries will be about as shown in table 1. The areas which will require 
supplemental water are shown on the attached plates. 
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TABLE 1.—Supplemental water requirements of the South Bay aqueduct service 
area 


{In thousands of acre-feet] 











Area | 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 
Livermore Valley: | 
Contra Costa County-_.....-.-- 5 ate eae aed | 0 1 5 10 i4 18 
Alameda County--.-...--- Sb iit dbo eed ded 3 6 13 27 38 46 
Alameda-Bayside: 
City of Hayward. -.-.-..- nn onan anna anananenernns| 0 1 6 12 16 19 
Alameda County Water District_.............---- 16 16 22 29 34 39 
Sama Gere May 35 srt vasen- 43... std. Saad) 57 62 68 7 80 88 
SOR ND GING a St nsec ace dusiewsindssongeql ; 5 22 32 | 42 52 55 
Wei iaddl deh é Z ied clint 81 108 i 194 234 265 





DESIGN AND COST CRITERIA 


The facilities included in the plans were designed with capacity to deliver 
sufficient water to meet the supplemental water requirements in 2010. Consider- 
ation Was given to stage construction of pumping plants and discharge pipelines, 
and the costs of future construction were evaluated on a present worth basis. 
The cost estimates are based upon construction costs prevailing in the spring of 
1957. An amortization period of 50 years and an interest rate of 3.5 percent were 
used in determining the annual costs. 

The capital and annual cost of alternative routes discussed herein reflect the 
cost of facilities required to convey water from a common point on the proposed 
Feather River project aqueduct near the intake of the proposed Brushy Peak 
pumping plant. The cost of water at this point is applicable to all alternatives 
routes. The costs of temporary facilities required to convey water from the 
Delta-Mendota Canal, until completion of the proposed Feather River project 
aqueduct or the proposed San Luis Reservoir, have not been included. 

Regulatory reservoirs were sized for regulation of imported water only and 
capacity was not included for regulation of local runoff. The full cost of the 
dams and reservoirs was included as a project cost and an allocation of cost for 
incidental regulation of local runoff was not made. 

Terminal reservoirs were not included as features of the alternative plans, 
since the size of terminal reservoirs is dependent upon the type of distribution 
system and the alternative sources of water supply available in an area, for 
emergency use, and these problems were not investigated in this study. 


ALTERNATIVE PLANS 


Two main routes with various modifications were investigated. These routes 
involved (1) a diversion from the proposed Feather River project aqueduct near 
pumping plant No. 1 and a tunnel near Brushy Peak, and/or (2) a diversion from 
the proposed San Luis Reservoir and a tunnel near Pacheco Pass. Studies by 
Creegan & D’Angelo, civil engineers, which were prepared for the Santa Clara- 
Alameda-San Benito Water Authority, demonstrated that the Holladay plan and 
the Orestimba Canyon route do not warrant any further consideration. 

Three plans which are basically different from each other with respect to the 
areas served from the alternative sources, are described herein. In each case 
the hest combination of facilities is described. 

Plan I.—With the exception of the regulatory reservoirs and aquedct capacity, 
this plan is essentially the same as the South Bay aqueduct as authorized by the 
legislature in 1951. The South Bay aqueduct, which is shown on plate 1, was 
designed to deliver water to Livermore Valley, Alameda-Bayside, northern Santa 
Clara Valley, and San Benito County. Water would be pumped from the pro- 
posed Feather River project aqueduct near pumping plant No. 1 to a tunnel 
near Brushy Peak at about elevation 700 feet. The Brushy Peak pumping plant 
Was designed for 2 maximum continuous diversion of 380 second-feet. The 
aqueduct would be located along the eastern and southern edge of Livermore 
Valley, continue soOuthwestward through two short tunnels and pipe to the 
vicinity of Mission San Jose and from there, continue southward along the eastern 
side of the Santa Clara Valley to a terminus near Pacheco Creek in San Benito 
County. Water would be pumped at a uniform rate throughout the year and 
regulation would be accomplished in a 33,300 acre-foot reservoir on Arroyo del 
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Valle and in a 32,500 acre-foot reservoir at the Evergreen site on Silver Creek. 

The Alameda County Water District and the Pleasanton Township County 
Water District propose a reservoir at del Valle site and have jointly filed for 
water rights on Arroyo del Valle. The possibilities of regulation of both im- 
ported water and local runoff have been discussed with these districts, and it 
was agreed that mutually satisfactory arrangements for joint use could be made 
between the State and the districts. 

Water deliveries for Contra Costa County could be taken from the aqueduct 
near the outlet portal of the Brushy Peak tunnel and conveyed by gravity 
along the northern edge of Livermore Valley to the immediate vicinity of the 
service area. Water could be similarly served to the northern portion of 
Livermore Valley within Alameda County. The eastern and southern portions 
of Livermore Valley could be served directly from the adequate or by releases 
from the proposed del Valle Reservor. Water deliveries for Alameda-Bayside, 
including Hayward, could be taken from the aqueduct near the outlet of the Mis- 
sion Pass tunnel and conveyed throughout the service area in a pressure dis- 
tribution system. Supplemental water must be delivered to the Sunnyvale- 
Milpitas area in northern Santa Clara Valley and water for this area could be 
taken from the aqueduct in the vicinity of Milpitas and distributed in a pres- 
sure system. Some water could also be taken from the aqueduct between 
Milpitas and Evergreen. Water for San Benito County could be delivered at 
the end of the aqueduct for subsequent distribution by a local agency. 

Plan II.—This plan includes the South Bay aqueduct and the Pacheco Pass 
tunnel as shown on plate 2. The South Bay aqueduct was designed to import 
water to Livermore Valley, Alameda-Bayside, and northern Santa Clara Valley 
and would terminate near Milpitas with a minimum hydraulic gradient at about 
elevation 510 feet. The inlet portal of the Brushy Peak tunnel would be about 
elevation 660 feet. The economic elevation of the tunnel would be about 40 feet 
lower than in plan I which includes water deliveries to San Benito County. 
The Brushy Peak pumping plant was designed for a maximum continuous di- 
version of 300 second-feet and regulation would be accomplished in a 41,000 acre- 
foot reservoir at del Valle reservoir site. Terminal regulation could be accomp- 
lished at the Airport Reservoir site. Water for Contra Costa, Alameda, and 
northern Santa Clara Counties could be distributed in the same general man- 
ner as described under plan I. 

The Pacheco Pass tunnel was designed to import water to San Benito County 
from the proposed San Luis Reservoir. A tunnel would be constructed through 
the Coast Range between the reservoir and Pacheco Creek. The tunnel would 
be about 31,000 feet long and have capacity for 300 second-feet in an 8-foot 
diameter concrete-lined horseshoe section. The elevation of the inlet portal 
would be about 450 feet which would permit gravity diversion from the 
proposed San Luis Reservoir during periods when the reservoir water stage 
would be above that elevation. With the reservoir stage below the inlet portal, 
water would be pumped from the reservoir by the Pacheco pumping plant and 
conveyed to the tunnel inlet portal in a short canal. The pumps would be lo- 
eated in a vertical well with the prime movers directly overhead above the 
maximum water surface in the reservoir. Water would be released directly 
into Pacheco Creek at rates corresponding to an irrigation demand schedule to 
be subsequently diverted into a local distribution system. The maximum rate 
of diversion would be about 215 second-feet. 

Plan III—This plan includes the South Bay aqueduct and the Pacheco- 
Morgan Hill aqueduct as shown on plate 3. The South Bay aqueduct, which 
was designed to import water to Livermore Valley and Alameda-Bayside, fol- 
lows the same alinement as in plan II, but terminates at del Valle Reservoir 
site where all regulation would be accomplished. A 27,600 acre-foot reservoir 
would be required for regulation of imported water only. Water for Contra 
Costa County could be delivered to a local distribution system near the outlet 
of the Brushy Peak tunnel. Water for Livermore Valley in Alameda County 
could be delivered at any point along the aqueduct or at del Valle Reservoir site. 
Water for Alameda-Bayside would be released from the aqueduct about one 
mile below the Brushy Peak tunnel into an improved tributary of Arroyo las 
Positas and would be conveyed to the vicinity of Niles in Arroyo las Positas, 
Arroyo Mocho, Arroyo de la Laguna, and Alameda Creek. A portion of the 
water delivered to the vicinity of Niles would have to be repumped by local 
agencies for distribution and the remainder could be percolated into the ground 
water basin. The Brushy Peak pumping plant was designed for a maximum 
continuous diversion of 190 second-feet. 
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The Pacheco-Morgan Hill aqueduct was designed to provide supplemental 
water for San Benito County and northern Santa Clara Valley. The tunnel 
at Pacheco Pass would be 9 feet in diameter, about 31,000 feet in length and 
would have a capacity of 400 second-feet. The estimated maximum rate of 
diversion would be about 375 second-feet. A pumping plant and canal similar 
to that of the Pacheco Pass tunnel of plan II would be required. Water for 
San Benito County would be released into Pacheco Creek at the western end 
of the tunnel. Water for northern Santa Clara Valley would be conveyed in 
pipe and canal to the vicinity of Rucker, a railroad siding about 4 miles north 
of Gilroy, where the water would be relifted to a canal which would convey it to 
Coyote Creek below Anderson Dam near Morgan Hill at about elevation 370 
feet. The water would be distributed from that point by a local water service 
agency. 


COSTS 


The estimated capital and annual costs of the alternative plans are discussed 
in the following paragraphs. The average unit costs per acre-foot, including an 
estimated cost of $5 per acre-foot for water at the common point of comparison 
in the proposed Feather River project aqueduct near the intake to the Brushy 
Peak pumping plant, are also presented. The average unit costs per acre-foot 
are based upon the average annual amounts of water delivered during the 50- 
year period of analysis. These averages reflect all elements of cost during the 
period of analysis and are not directly comparable to unit costs based upon 
maximum water demand and full project operation. The costs of all items have 
been included in the determination of average costs and consideration has not 
been given to costs which may be classified as nonreimbursable by policy deci- 
sions. 

The average cost per acre-foot for water under the alternative plans must be 
understood as the cost of delivering water to the areas involved and not neces- 
sarily the price at which water will be sold. Studies were not made of pos- 
sible price rates, as such analyses are dependent upon pricing policy which has 
not yet been spelled out, nor of rates which would be applicable to various 
types of water use. 

Plan I.—The capital cost of the South Bay aqueduct is estimated to be about 
$62,800,000 and the annual cost is estimated to be about $3,730,000. The average 
cost of water delivered with the facilities of the South Bay aqueduct would be 
about $30 per acre-foot. 

To determine the incremental cost of serving San Benito County with the 
facilities of the South Bay aqueduct, the plan was modified to provide capacity 
for water service to Livermore Valley, Alameda-Bayside, and Santa Clara Valley 
only, and to terminate at the Evergreen Reservoir site. The estimated capital 
and annual costs of this plan would be about $41,100,000 and $2,520,000, respec- 
tively. Therefore, the incremental capital cost of serving San Benito County 
with the facilities of the South Bay aqueduct would be about $21,700,000 and 
the incremental annual cost would be about $1,210,000. The average cost of 
water delivered to San Benito County would be about $47 per acre-foot, including 
$5 per acre-foot for water at the Brushy Peak pumping plant intake. If the 
South Bay aqueduct were terminated at the Evergreen Reservoir site, the average 
cost of water delivered to Livermore Valley, Alameda-Bayside, and Santa Clara 
Valley would be about $26 per acre-foot instead of $30 per acre-foot. 

Plan II.—The estimated capital cost of the South Bay aqueduct of plan II is 
about $32,500,000 and the annual cost is estimated to be about $2,100,000. The 
average cost of water would be slightly less than $23 per acre-foot. The Pacheco 
Pass tunnel would cost about $15,200,000 including an allocation of $2,370,000 
for the proposed Feather River project aqueduct between the intake to the Brushy 
Peak pumping plant and San Luis Dam, pumping plant No. 2, and San Luis Dam 
and Reservoir. The annual cost would be about $740,000 including an alloca- 
tion of about $150,000 for operation and maintenance and amortization of the 
proposed Feather River project facilities. The average cost of water delivered 
into Pacheco Creek at the western end of the tunnel would be about $30 per 
acre-foot. The total capital and annual cost of plan II would be about $47,700,000 
and $2,840,000, respectively, and the weighted average cost of water would be 
about $24 per acre-foot. 

Plan III.—The estimated capital cost of the South Bay aqueduct of plan III 
is about $13,600,000 and the estimated annual cost is about $970,000. The aver- 
age cost of water would be about $24 per acre-foot. Under this plan, water 
would be conveyed to Alameda-Bayside in natural stream courses, and in order 
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to make this plan comparable to plan I and plan II, it is necessary to consider 
the cost of repumping a portion of the water delivered to Alameda-Bayside. It 
is estimated that the equivalent annual quantity which would be repumped would 
be about 13,000 acre-feet and, if this amount were relifted 200 feet, the average 
cost of all water delivered to Alameda-Bayside would be increased about $2 per 
acre-foot. The average cost of all water delivered to Alameda-Bayside and 
Livermore Valley would be increased about $1 per acre-foot, resulting in a total 
average cost of $25 per acre-foot. 

The total capital cost of the Pacheco-Morgan Hill Aqueduct of plan III is 
estimated to be about $29,300,000 including an allocation of $5 million for the 
proposed Feather River project aqueduct between the intake to the Brushy 
Peak pumping plant and San Luis Dam, pumping plant No. 2, and San Luis Dam 
and Reservoir. The estimated annual cost is about $1,690,000 including an 
allocation of about $370,000 for operation and maintenance and amortization of 
the proposed Feather River project facilities. The average cost of water would 
be about $22.50 per acre-foot. 

The total capital and annual cost of plan ITI would be about $42,900,000 and 
$2,660,000, respectively, and the weighted average cost of water would be about 
$23 per acre-foot. 

Recapitulation.—The capital, annual, and unit costs of the alternative plans 
for water service to Livermore Valley, Alameda-Bayside, Santa Clara Valley, 
and San Benito County are summarized in table 2. 


TasLe 2.—Capital, annual, and unit costs of alternative plans 


| 











| Unit cost 
Plan Capital cost !| Annual cost | per acre-foot ? 
Poe 1: Bovith Bey AdwokOets oo. ciu win eck ed sc. $62, 800, 000 $3, 730, 000 | $30. 00 
TS = = } <= 
Plan II: 

NE MUIR 2. cs oi cas Leche accsew hes 32, 500, 000 2, 100, 000 23. 00 
I a aicaciindocnbitinknhewsigtbuhaacsbbweton 15, 200, 000 740, 000 30. 00 
I eT a. in ania inn aie eoeeclnnpnnie a 47, 700, 000 2, 840, 24. 00 

Plan III: wal she vera Biialie ail Real ter. 
I a ss Lin cakaieh minininetnpeneteh 13, 600, 000 970, 000 | 3 25. 00 
Pacheco-Morgan Hill Aqueduct --___..._-- ak ss cleatnndih ta deel 29, 300, 000 1, 690, 000 | 22. 50 
mee ene Ris sitesi i Sos cess ect pt ial | 42, 900, 000 2, 660, 000 | 23. 00 


| | 


1 Based on construction costs prevailing in the spring of 1957. 

2 Including $5 per acre-foot for water at a common point of comparison in the proposed Feather River 
project aqeduct at the Brushy Peak pumping plant intake. (See text for basis of computing unit costs.) 

3 Including $1 per acre-foot for repumping 2 portion of the water deliveries to Alameda-Bayside. 


COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS 


From the summary of costs presented in table 2, it is readily apparent that 
plan I would cost significantly more than either plan II or plan III. Although 
plan III would result in the lowest overall estimated costs for construction and 
operation of the import facilities, there are several other factors which must be 
considered in making a selection between plan II and plan III. 

While the points of delivery to Livermore Valley and San Benito County, 
and to a lesser extent to Alameda-Bayside, are comparable in plans II and III, 
the point of delivery for northern Santa Clara Valley with plan III is not com- 
parable with the point of delivery with plan II. With plan III, water would 
be delivered into Coyote Creek below Anderson Dam at about elevation 370 feet, 
while in plan II, water would be delivered to the vicinity of Milpitas with a 
minimum hydraulic gradient at about elevation 510 feet. 

If water were delivered to Coyote Creek near Morgan Hill, it could be con- 
veyed to existing and proposed percolation ponds southwest of San Jose in 
enlarged and proposed canals of the Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation 
District. However, this type of distribution would not significantly improve the 
serious ground water overdraft in the Sunnyvale-Milpitas area. This area over- 
lies a ground water pressure zone into which water must be transmitted from a 
higher free or forebay ground water zone. 

As shown in State Water Resources Board Bulletin No. 7: Santa Clara Valley 
Investigation, the transmissibility of the aquifers in the ground water pressure 








f-.% 


SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 35 


zone limits the amount of water which can be transmitted from the forebay 
ground water zone. These studies clearly indicated (1) that it would not be 
possible to eliminate the serious overdraft conditions in the Sunnyvale-Milpitas 
area by percolating water, even in large quantities, in the forebay ground water 
zone, and (2) that unless the chronic overdraft in the pressure ground water 
zone is eliminated, saline water from underneath San Francisco Bay will 
probably enter the principal pumping aquifer. The only positive means of ar- 
resting the overdraft condition is by reducing the amount of pumping from the 
ground water pressure zone which, in turn, would have to be preceded by con- 
struction of a surface water distribution system. Reducing the pumping draft 
on the pressure zone would also benefit the water users in the forebay zone, as 
they would retain, in their basin, a major portion of the water now being ex- 
tracted in the problem area. This would reduce the size of the area which would 
require supplemental imported water through a surface distribution system. 

In order that the type of water distribution proposed in the foregoing para- 
graph could be effectively achieved, it would be necessary that a portion of 
the water users in the pressure zone reduce their rate or cease pumping from 
the ground water basin and utilize surface water supplies. There are not any 
districts in the area which have the authority to directly restrain ground water 
pumping. However, the same result can be achieved by districts with the au- 
thority to assess in accordance with benefits. 

The Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation District, organized under the 
Water Conservation District Act of 1931, has the authority to assess land in 
accordance with benefits after certain procedural prerequisites have been ac- 
complished ( Calif. General Laws, Supp. 1957, Act 9127c¢, sec. 36.2 (Deering) ). 
The Santa Clara County Flood Control and Water Conservation District has the 
authority to assess zones established within the district in accordance with the 
benefits to each zone. (Calif. General Laws, Supp. 1957, Act 7335, see. 13 
(Deering) ). Under existing statutes, either district could assess ground water 
users and surface water users in proportion to the benefits received as re- 
flected in the cost of water to the users and thereby effectively regulate the rate 
of pumping in the pressure zone. This would assure a rate of ground water 
extraction commensurate with the safe yield of the pressure zone which would, 
in turn, eliminate the threat of saline water intrusion into the pressure aquifer. 

The logical point of diverting water from the South Bay Aqueduct for sur- 
face distribution to the problem area would be in the vicinity of Milpitas, since 
the aqueduct at this location would be adjacent to the problem area and the 
water would be conveyed only through the area which requires supplemental 
water. On the other hand, if imported water were delivered to the vicinity of 
Morgan Hill and conveyed around the southwestern edge of the northern Santa 
Clara Valley in existing and proposed canals, a more extensive distribution sys- 
tem would be required as it would still be necessary to provide a surface water 
supply in the Sunnyvale-Milpitas area. Although it has been suggested that 
natural stream channels be used for distribution in this area, the rapid urban 
development in this area will necessitate a closed pipe distribution system. The 
probiems of water distribution in northern Santa Clara Valley could be more 
readily overcome with the South Bay Aqueduct of plan II than with the Pacheco- 
Morgan Hill Aqueduct of plan III. 

It must be recognized that the water service for Alameda-Bayside under the 
South Bay Aqueduct under plan III is predicated on the minimum facilities re- 
quired to deliver water to the area. As urban developments occur in Livermore 
Valley, it might be necessary to improve the transmission facilities through Liver- 
more Valley and Alameda Creek or construct more expensive waste-treatment 
facilties in the future than would be required if water were conveyed in a closed 
aqueduct. In this instance also, the facilities of plan II provide a more positive 
water supply at a higher elevation than those of plan III. 

The Santa Cruz County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and the 
Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation District have recently 
requested that the Department of Water Resources give consideration to supply- 
ing urgently needed supplemental water to the Pajaro Valley and adjacent 
areas. If a tunnel near Pacheco Pass were constructed, water could be con- 
veyed in Pacheco Creek and the Pajaro River to this area. 

The districts did not indicate the amounts of water which they will probably 
need. In studies for State Water Resources Board Bulletin No. 5, Santa’ Cruz- 
Monterey Counties Investigation, it was estimated that the annual overdraft in 
the Pajaro Valley in 1949 was about 4,000 acre-feet. For comparative purposes, 
it is assumed that the average annual demand for imported water in the Pajaro 
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Valley during the next 50 years would be about 10,000 acre-feet. With this 
additional demand and correspondingly increased project operation costs, the 
average cost of water delivered into Pacheco Creek with the Pacheco Pass tunnel 
of plan II would be reduced considerably more than if a like quantity of addi- 
tional water is delivered through the facilities of the Pacheco-Morgan Hill aque- 
duct of plan III. This would be brought about by a proportionally greater 
increase in deliveries with the Pacheco Pass tunnel than with the Pacheco- 
Morgan Hill aqueduct. 

The tunnel at Pacheco Pass in plan II would have ample capacity to meet the 
demands of San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties and with only limited 
local reregulation, the tunnel could convey sufficient water to meet the probable 
ultimate supplemental water requirements. The capacity of the tunnel under 
plan III would have to be increased to deliver water to Santa Cruz and Mon- 
terey Counties in addition to water delivered to San Benito and Santa Clara 
Counties. A further increase or additional conveyance facilities would be re- 
quired to import water to meet the probable ultimate needs of the four counties. 

Plan II would be superior to plan IIT with respect to water distribution within 
the service areas. The South Bay aqueduct of plan II would deliver water to the 
vicinity of the water-deficient area in northern Santa Clara Valley, and the 
aqueduct passes through or adjacent to the other service areas, and therefore 
affords flexibility in distribution. The aqueduct of plan III would not provide 
comparable flexibility in location of distribution turnouts. 

Since the cost differential between plan II and plan III is quite small, the 
functional advantages of plan II lead to the conclusion that it is the better 
of the two plans. With the additional water demand of Santa Cruz and Monterey 
Counties on the Pacheco Pass tunnel of plan II, the average cost per acre-foot of 

vater from the Pacheco Pass tunnel would be in the same magnitude as the 
average cost of water from the South Bay aqueduct of plan IT. 

Approval recommended : 

JOHN M. HALey, 
Chief, Project Development Branch. 
WiLLIAM L. Berry, 
Chief, Division of Resources Planning. 

Approved : 

Harvey O. Banks, Director. 

(The plans referred to are on file with the committee. ) 


l5ra Assempty Disrricr Democratic CLup, 
Oakland, ( ‘adif.. May 8, 1958. 
Hon. Crrnton ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reclamation and Irrigation, 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Anperson: Our club has no specific objections to 
changes made in S. 1887, if these will facilitate passage of the meas- 
ure and insure quick start of work on the Federal San Luis project. 

Our main concert is that Federal reclamation law apply to the 
porject and that it be integrated with the Central Valley project. 

Achievement of the State Feather River project is indefinite and 
involved in many conflicts. We want work to go ahead on a Fed- 
eral San Luis project before the West Side dries up completely. 

We feel the principles of Federal reclamation law should apply to 
all San Luis water used for irrigation, whether in the San Luis serv- 
ice area or elsewhere. ‘To accomplish this we are supporting a State 
constitutional amendment for application of the 160-acre limitation 
to all State water projects. 

Sincerely, 
Winiiam Retcn, 
Legislative ( ‘hai man, 
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Tue Kern County Farm Bureatv, 
Bakersfield, Calif., May 9, 1958. 
Hon. Crurn ton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: I have your request for comments on committee print of 
S. 1887, with amendments, concerning the San Luis unit, Central 
Valley project, California. 

I have had only a limited amount of time to review this draft per- 
sonally and with ‘others of our organization interested in this matter, 
therefore perhaps my comments ‘should be considered final only in 
event we do not wr ite to you again within the next few days. 

I recognize some improvement in the language of this print over 
the previous draft of S. 1887, however, it falls considerably short of 
meeting the standards set forth in the Kern County Farm Bureau 
concept which we offered as an acceptable guide for San Luis unit 
legislation when I testified before your committee on March 17, 1958. 

"At that time we offered several amendments to this bill which fol- 
lowed the principles of our proposed concept. A few of these amend- 
ments have been incorporated, in principle, in your present draft but 
several extremely important ones are not included. 

Among the requisites under our Kern County concept and proposed 
amendments was that the State would, without exception, own and 
operate the San Luis Dam, reservoir, main canal, forebay, and after- 
bay (which we designated as the State San Luis works) as part of 
the State authorized Feather River project, fully useful to the State 
project, and through adequate contract provisions with the United 
States also fully useful to other elements of the proposed San Luis 
unit which would be constructed by the United States as part of the 
Federal Central Valley project. 

Accordingly at this time I would again refer you to our statement, 
my testimony before your committee, and to our previously offered 
amendments to S. 1887 for indication of our present views. 

We thank you for this opportunity to submit our comments. We 
are 

Very truly yours, 
ALLEN Borrorrr, 
Chairman, Water Problems Department, Kern County Farm 
Bureau. 


Tue Merrorouiran Water Disrricr 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, 
Los Angeles, Calif., May 7, 1958. 
Senator CLinton P. ANDERSON, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Sen- 
ate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 

Drar Senator AnpErRSON: This is to acknowledge receipt of your 
letter of May 1, 1958, in which you kindly request our comment on a 
committee print, with amendments, of S. 1887 involving the proposed 
San Luis unit, Central Valley project, of California. We, of course, 
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generally appreciate the opportunity to make our views known to the 
committee as the board of directors of the Metropolitan Water Dis- 
trict of Southern California is by the nature of its functions seriously 
concerned with supplementary water supply problems as they affect 
the 6 million people who reside within the district together w ith their 
homes, businesses, factories, farms, and other enterprises. 

While our board does not have the opportunity to meet prior to 
your May 10 deadline, the principles which they have heretofore enun- 
citated make it clear that it would be their view that the bill as amended 
would be virtually as objectionable and as offensive to the interests 
of the people of southern California, comprising half the population 
of the State, than earlier versions of the measure. In fact some ele- 
ments have been added which raise new and serious questions. Our 
basic objections to the bill simply have not been met. 

Our principal objection continues to be the cutoff date as now 
amended to July 1, 1960. With a cutoff date remaining in the bill on 
the present basis, any other concessions to the interests of other people 
in the State who are concerned with the proposed joint facilities can 

easily be wiped out by the decision of only one man, whoever he may 
be at the time action is taken. This is a hazard to which we will not 
willingly submit our people without protest. 

In this connection may I call it to your attention that I proposed 
and you said you personally favored a condition attached to the cutoff 
date which would prohibit the Secretary of the Interior from proceed- 
ing to construct the project without a State contract for joint facilities 
unless approval was given by the State legislature. As I read the bill 
it merely requires that he consult with only one man, the Governor, 
and he doesn’t actually have to h: ave even the Governor’s consent. 

Perhaps next in import ince in our objections is the word ‘ 
mainder” as it appears in line 7 on page 8 of the committee text. This 
clearly means that all of the remainder of the State’s Feather River 
project must take a secondary position with respect to storage rights 
in the San Luis Reservoir. A position of special privilege and prior 
right would thereby be set up for the benefit of 500,000 acres of almost 
wholly agricultural land in the San Luis project as contrasted with 
several million acres inc ‘luding a highly complex industrial, commer- 
cial, and urban civilization to be served by the remainder of the Feather 
River project. 

May I point out in this connection that similar language in a State 
enabling bil refused passage at the 1957 session of the State legisla- 
ture was one of the main items which led to its rejection by the State 
assembly. The author has since admitted that the language was for 
the purpose of establishing a priority for the San Luis project in 
water storage. 

In the conferences which have been held by interested parties the 
fact that all parties using the facilities should be on an even priority 
basis with respect to storage in the dam has not been disputed and it 
is my understanding of statements made to us by Bureau of Reclama- 
tion officials that they are not asking for priority but merely security 
in water rights and storage rights. 

Under our board’s view, the use of the word “may” in line 11 on 
page 8 of the committee print continues to be just as objectionable as 
ever. Because of the preponderant area and character of the territory 
proposed to be served by the Feather River project we continue to 
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believe that it is a necessity, not merely a factor to be decided at the 
whim of the Secretary, that the State shall be the operator of the 
joint facilities. 

We should also like to make further objections to the language as 
contained in line 25 on page 8 beginning with the word “provisions” 
and continuing through lines 1 and 2 on page 9. Our counsel is of the 
belief that this statute contains an implication of water priority for 
the Federal Government’s portion of the works, and I was informed 
by Washington counsel of the Westlands Water District that he did 
not dispute this belief. This section J, in my view, would adequately 
peo the Government without the wording referred to in these three 

ines. 

Although they do not meet the most basic objections, two amend- 
ments to the bill are definitely constructive improvements, as shown 
by the committee print. One starts on line 2 of page 6, permitting 
the State to make money advances to speed up construction. The other 
appears in new section 7, starting on line 6 of page 11, under which 
reclamation laws specifically would not apply to lands outside the 
San Luis service unit area. 

May I again refer you to my statement submitted to your sub- 
committee on March 18, 1958, for further details regarding our ob- 
jections to the bill in its present form. May I also point out again 
that the position of our board still stands that we prefer the approach 
proposed in H. R. 2452, submitted by Congressman Craig Hosmer, 
under which the Secretary would first be required to negotiate a con- 
tract with the State and then submit it to Congress for its approval. 
Had this procedure been followed earlier, it: perhaps would have been 
possible to have a contract in effect by this time. 

Our board has not as yet passed on the problems raised by new 
section 5 as starting on line 9, page 10 of the committee print. May 
I point out, however, that this area is already proposed to be served 
by the State’s Feather River project. I question the wisdom of per- 
mitting a situation to develop in which the Bureau and the State 
department of water resources would be competing for the privilege 
of serving any areas of the State. Any severance of territory for the 
Feather River project will also make more difficult its starting, and 
raise further handicaps to success in financing. 

I have been willing and ready since the termination of your hearing 
on March 18 to meet further with the parties concerned in California 
and to spend as much time as necessary negotiating in an effort to 
settle this dispute. Mr. Banks, the State director of water resources, 
informs me, however, that he has been unable as yet to secure an 
agreement from all parties for further meetings. 

If there is anything further in information that I can provide that 
will be of use to you, do not hesitate to call upon me. I will also 
gladly consider any suggestions that you may have for settlement of 
this serious dispute. We are willing to consider any reasonable plan 
of settlement so long as it is not offensive to and detrimental to the 
welfare of the people of southern California and the economic foun- 
dation which an seauaih water supply provides for them. 


In view of the deep concern with which this legislation is viewed in 
southern California, I am taking the liberty of forwarding copies of 
this letter to the two United States Senators from California and to 
the Congressmen representing southern California districts. 
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I continually remember your kind and helpful manner when I ap- 
peared as a witness before your subcommittee. With appreciation, 
I remain, 

Yours very truly, 
Warren W. Butter, Vice Chairman. 





Pacrric Gas & Execrric Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., May 8, 1958. 
Hon. Curwron P. ANprErson, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, United 
States Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator AnpersoNn : This is in reply to your letter dated May 
1, 1958, requesting comments on the committee print of S. 1887, to 
authorize the San Luis unit, Central Valley project, California. 

My letter dated March 17, 1958, to you contained this company’s 
offer to furnish energy and wheeling service to the San Luis pumps. 
I understand this letter has been included in the record of the recent 
hearings before your committee. Under our proposal, the San Luis 
pumps would be assured an ample power supply at minimum cost. 
We have guaranteed that the cost to the Federal Government for our 
wheeling service would be less than if the Government were to con- 
struct the transmission lines. This also would save the Government a 
capital outlay of about $10,750,000. 

n view of our offer, we submit that any authorization of transmis- 
sion lines to serve the San Luis pumps is unnecessary. 


Very truly yours 
Rosert H. Gerpes. 


San Luis Water District, 
Los Banos, Calif., May 7, 1958. 
Senator Cirnton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Str: We have studied the committee print on S. 1887. We see 
no serious objections to the changes that have been suggested. 
We are pleased that you are still trying to put together a bill that 
will be satisfactory and hope that your efforts will succeed. 
Yours very truly, 
Cuartes T. Kaustan, President. 


SouTHerN Pactric Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., May 12, 1958. 


Re Senate bill S. 1887. 
Hon. Cirnton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. Anverson: Thank you very much for your letter of May 1, 
1958, inviting our comments on the copy of committee print of S. 1887 
which you enclosed. 
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For many years farming in the area that would be served by the San 
Luis Reservoir has been conducted principally on units of large acre- 
age, either in one ownership or a leasehold, or a combination of 
thetwo. This large-scale farming involves considerable investment in 
machinery and other facilities for economical operation. There does 
not appear to be any prospect in the foreseeable future to farm this 
area profitably in any way other than on a large scale. In the light 
of this situation we believe that the 160-acre limitation of the reclama- 
tion laws should not be applied in the case of the lands served by the 
San Luis Reservoir. 

Should it develop that the San Luis Reservoir cannot be constructed 
if the 160-acre limitation provisions are entirely eliminated, we would 
like to suggest the following alternative so as to give large-scale 
farmers opportunity to continue to operate. In this event we feel the 
bill should be revised to provide that an individual landowner or a 
group of landowners should be entitled to retain their landholdings in 
excess of 160 acres and to obtain project water for irrigation thereof 
conditioned on the payment. of appropriate interest or an amount 
measured by such interest on the portion of the project construction 
costs properly allocable to such excess holdings. 

We greatly appreciate this opportunity to comment on the draft of 
the Senate bill. 

Yours very truly, 
L. FRANDSEN. 





Berxe ey, Cauir., May 8, 1958. 
Senator Ciinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator Anperson: When I testified before you a week 
ago today on the excess lands piers of Federal reclamation law, 
you pressed me to specify and document my assertion that S. 1887 
(Knowland, San Luis project) destroys rather than preserves the 
excess-land provision. 

I have been at some pains to do this in the attached memorandum. 
Perhaps I have missed some points of weakness in the committee 
print, but this should suffice to reassure you that you can rely on my 
very critical statement, made before the subcommittee. 

In light of this, I hope you will instruct your staff to redraft 
S. 1887 again, this time to strengthen national policy. 

The words of Secretary Seaton when he rejected the Kings River 
contract negotiated by his predecessor, Secretary McKay, come to 
mind; Secretary Seaton opposed at that time a process by which there 
is a whittling away at a principle until all that is left is a pile of 
shavings. 

Thank you for your patience and courtesy in hearing me on May 
first. I appreciated that opportunity, and trust that you will find 
the enclosed answers to some of the questions you asked me, dependable 
and sufficiently specific. 

Sincerely yours, 


Paut S. Taytor. 
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MEMORANDUM ON S. 1887 
May 8, 1958. 
‘To SENATOR CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee. 

1. The California State Federation of Labor memorandum on the original 
draft of S. 1887 opposed any exceptions to Federal reclamation law (CSFL 
Memo, pp. 1-2; original bill, p. 2, lines 12, 138). The committee print, like the 
original bill, preserves reclamation law only. “except so far as the provisions 
thereof are inconsistent with this act” (p. 2, lines 15, 16). This clause pro- 
viding for exceptions should be deleted. The exceptions, as noted below, are 
numerous and serious. 

2. The committee print makes a precondition of Federal construction of 
San Luis project a satisfactory assurance from the State of California that “it 
will make provision for a master drainage outlet and disposal channel for the 
San Joaquin Valley, as generally outlined in the California Water Plan, Bul- 
letin No. 3, of the California Department of Water Resources, which will ade- 
quately serve, by connection therewith, the drainage system for the San Luis 
unit mentioned in section 4 of this act” (p. 2, 1. 25 to p. 3, line 7). 

Presumably this refers to a “master drainage channel extending from Buena 
Vista Lake in Kern County to Suisun Bay” (Bull. 3, p. 21, col. 1) which 
apparently would serve Tulare Lake Basin and adjacent areas of the greatest 
eoncentration of large landholdings in California. These holdings have been 
listed by Sheridan Downey, who cites 34 landholders with about 748,000 acres, 
no single holding being less than 5,000 acres (they would rule the valley, p. 164). 

Why should Congress seek to influence the State of California, by its power 
to grant or to withhold funds for reclamation, to construct a drainage system 
that, in the words of the California water plan (Bull. 3, p. 21, col. 1) is an 
“integral and indispensable part of the development and utilization of water 
resources,” but is policyless? Surely this is destructive of reclamation law, 
under which it is proposed to appropriate Federal money. 

It is pertinent to quote the recent words of Secretary of the Interior Seaton, 
rejecting the contract negotiated by his predecessor on Kings River and Tulare 
Lake project: 

“The Kings River Conservation District covers over 1 million acres of land. 
A very large part, approximately one-fourth, of this land is clearly excess lands 
within the meaning of the Federal statute * * *. Among the large landowners 
are several corporations owning between 10,000 and 20,000 acres each * * * it 
is my duty not only to conform to the technical provisions of the law but also, 
within whatever discretion I may have, to seek compliance with the principles 
on which the legislation rests” (letter to P. A. Gordon, July 12, 1957). 

Pine Flat and Isabella Dams, serving portions of the area to be served by the 
master drainage system, were completed in 1954, but the United States Comp- 
troller General has advised Congress that no repayment contracts have been 
signed yet, although Central Valley project waters have long ago been con- 
tracted for by adjacent landowners under reclamation law (audit report to the 
Congress of the United States, Central Valley Basin * * * December 11, 1957, 
pp. 33, 34). 

Congress has power, of course, to choose between alternatives, either ad- 
hering narrowly to what Secretary Seaton calls the technical provisions of the 
law, or else seeking “compliance with the principles on which the legislation 
rests.” But Congress cannot choose the first alternative and claim simul- 
taneously that it is preserving the principle of reclamation law; it cannot 
weaken and strengthen national policy by the same act. 

8. The committee print ignores the request of CSFL memo (p. 2, par. (1)) 
that the words: “under the Federal reclamation law and provided that these 
are legally recognized in the State of California,” be inserted after the words 
“facilities of the San Luis unit” (committee print, pp. 3, 10, 12). 

4. The committee print makes a small improvement in section 3, subsection 
(9), which the CSFL memo (p. 2, par. (2)), asked be stricken from the bill. 
the committee print (p. 7, lines 4, 5), requires future congressional approval 
for any transfer of title of San Luis facilities to the State of California; this 
is desirable by itself. However, even as revised, subsection (e) should be 
stricken. Since the beginning of the conservation movement, it has been recog- 
nized that the proper unit of planning and operation is the natural watershed. 
The Federal Government has constructed every great conservation structure in 
Central Valley. For Congress to imply now a willingness to turn over to the 
State. separately, a single unit of one of the greatest Federal reclamation under- 
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takings in the history of the United States, is to expose a willingness to permit 
piecemeal dismemberment of what S. 1887 itself begins by calling “an integral 
part of the Central Valley project” (committee print, p. 2, lines 4, 5). 

5. The committee print ignores CSFL memo, page 3, paragraph (3), opposing 
section 3 (g). 

6. The committee print ignores CSFL memo, page 3, paragraph (4), opposing 
section 3 (h). 

7. The committee print ignores CSFL memo, page 3, paragraph (5), asking 
that section 3 (i) be stricken. 

8. The committee print ignores CSFL memo, page 3, paragraph (6), asking 
that section 3 (j) be stricken. 

9. The committee print ignores CSFL memo, page 4, paragraph (7), asking 
deletion of the word “generally” in section 4 (p. 9, line 21 of committee print). 

10. The committee print ignores CSFL memo, page 4, paragraph (8). Section 
2, above, of the present memorandum, points out that the worst fears of damage 
to reclamation law would be realized by committee print, section 1, page 2, line 
25 to page 8, line 7. 

11. The committee print adds section 7, specifically exempting ‘water deliv- 
eries” or the “use of drainage facilities serving lands under contract with the 
State to receive a water supply, outside of the San Luis service area described 
in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled ‘San Luis unit, Central 
Valley project, dated December 17, 1956.” 

This is not preservation of reclamation law; it is one more proposal for 
piecemeal abandonment. It refers to an area that constitutes probably the great- 
est concentration of large holdings of irrigable land in the United States. 

As long ago as May 13, 1944, Business Week described the several tactics 
in the blueprint of Central Valley opponents of reclamation law. “If the big 
landowners in the valley lose out in this particular fight [to exempt CVP}, 
they have several other proposals to accomplish their end.” Among these was 
one “said to have originated among the big landowners of Fresno County” for 
the “State of California to take over the Central Valley project, paying the en- 
tire bill. This, too, would sidestep the 160-acre limitation.” Modifying this 
analysis of 1944 in the light of 1958, it might be said that S. 1887 (committee 
print) would help the State with Federal funds appropriated under reclamation 
law to undertake additional construction at its own expense that would side- 
step reclamation law. 

The destructive character of S. 1887 should not be diffieult to recognize; what 
it preserves of the excess lands provision of reclamation law is hardly beyond 
a vestige and shreds. 


Vauttey Lasor Crrizen, 
Fresno, Calif., May 6, 1958. 
Senator Crinron P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Anperson: Thank you for giving me an oppor- 
tunity to comment on the committee print of S. 1887 with amend- 
ments. I wish to commend you and the subcommittee for seeking 
the viewpoints of many persons on this very important piece of legis- 
lation which will, when and if it is approved, bring new wealth and 
opportunity to the San Joaquin Valley and all of California for that 
matter. As you are well aware, the distribution of this new wealth 
and opportunity will be determined entirely by the wording of 
S. 1887. 

This legislation can be written in full compliance with the 56-year- 
old principles of Federal reclamation law and thereby it can assure 
wide distribution of benefits furnished by the Federal taxpayers. Or 
it can be written with loopholes in the antimonopoly and antispecu- 
lation provisions of the law which will allow the large landowners in 
the San Luis area to rustle away a good chunk of the water rights 
and a perpetual source of overwhelming economic and political power. 
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Your committee has to decide what kind of a society it wants to 
create here in the San Joaquin Valley. Does it want vigorous small 
and medium-sized family Jenne which develop healthy small com- 
munities, small businesses, and strong local social and political insti- 
tutions? Or does it desire to further enrich the already powerful 
large landowners in the area at the expense of Federal taxpayers 
across the land and to the everlasting detriment of family-sized 
farmers, small businesses, workers, and democratic institutions? Does 
it desire to enlarge the now endless string of migrant farm labor 
camps and marginal, squalid settlements which breed crime, disease, 
and immorality ? 

This power rests heavy in your hands and the members of your 
committee, Senator Anderson. Please employ it thoughtfully, pru- 
dently. Help us create a social and economic structure of which we 
can be Sewad: In which all of us may enjoy the rights, the privileges, 
and the responsibilities of freemen. In which none of us are solely 
dependent upon the charity of a landed class. 

am sorry to report that S. 1887 with amendments is still loaded 
with loopholes including the three which I pointed out in the Valley 
Labor Citizen on March 7, 1958. This editorial was forwarded to 
ron with the specific request that it be entered into the record of the 
arch hearings on 8. 1887. Not only has the committee made no 
attempt to rectify these loopholes, but another, new section 7, has 
been added in the committee print. 

To refresh the memory of the committee I am enclosing another 
copy of the March 7, 1958, editorial with the plea that you and your 
committee give it careful consideration. 

In the interests of preserving and expanding equal opportunity and 
democracy in the West, I urge the committee to plug the loophole 
mentioned above and in the enclosed editorial—and others which may 
be brought to your attention by other persons. 

I feel obligated to warn you that the large landowners in the Central 
Valley already wield an unhealthy and much too powerful influence 
on our economy and in our political affairs. 

Even with strict enforcement of reclamation law, the power of these 
individuals and corporations will be greatly enriched with the build- 
ing of the San Luis project. 

But with S. 1887 as presently drawn, independent economic and 
political action here in the San Joaquin Valley would be nothing more 
than a dead letter. 

Sincerely, 
Gerorce Bauuis, F'ditor. 


Westianps Water District, 
Fresno, Calif., May 15, 1958. 
Hon. Cir ton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Anperson: Thank you for your letter of May 1 re- 
questing comments on the committee print of S. 1887 with amend- 
ments, a bill to authorize the San Luis project. 
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The position of our district with respect to the amendments included 
in the committee print, as well as to any other amendments, remains 
as stated by me before your committee on March 17 during the hear- 
ings on S. 1887. On that occasion I stated that— 

“We will accept any amendments which are agreeable to the Secre- 
tary of Interior and to the Congress as long as they do not delay Fed- 
eral authorization and F cde construction of the facilities needed 
to provide our lands with supplemental water supply.” 

While the amendments ealadiel in the committee print are not al- 
together satisfactory from our standpoint, we feel that several of them 
definitely improve the bill. We are, therefore, willing to accept all 
amendments included in the committee print providing they meet the 
tests set forth in the portion of my testimony quoted above. 

It is my sincere hope that your committee will recommend to the full 
committee and to the Congress the passage of S. 1887 in this session of 
Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. E. O’Nemu1, President. 
By T. V. Ditton. 





SacRAMENTO, Catir., May 10, 1958. 
Hon. Curn'ron P. ANpDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Thank you for you letter of May 1 and the copy of the committee 
print of g 1887. You have requested comments on the committee 
print, which like the original S. 1887, would authorize Federal-State 
cooperation in the construction and operation of project facilities at 
the San Luis site. 

As set forth in my statement of March 17, 1958, to your subcom- 
mittee, I am very much in favor of a Federal-State joint venture with 
respect to the financing, construction, and operation of this project 
and will do my best to forward any plan which is satisfactory to the 
affected water users, the Department of the Interior, and the Con- 


ss. 

With respect to the specific language of the committee print of 
May 1, 1958, a preliminary review indicates that the print contains 
some, but not all, of the clarifying amendments offered to your sub- 
committee on March 17 by California director of water resources, 
Harvey Banks. While I appreciate that the committee print is in- 
tended only as a worksheet and that it cannot be expected, in an 
event, that all of the State’s proposed amendments be, I do think 
that there is one major omission in the committee print. This is 
the apparent lack of authority for the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct facilities larger than agreement is reached with the State. 
I believe that the Secretary should be specifically authorized to build 
a larger joint-use project providing, of course, that he puts up an 
appropriate share of the costs of such joint-use facilities. This mat- 
ter, and others, will be covered in more detail by Mr. Banks in his 
comments to you in the next few days. 

In general, it is my opinion that the language of the committee 
print of S. 1887 is an improvement over that in the original bill, 
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although certain clarifying amendments are still required. I com- 
mend your committee for carrying forward consideration of this 
Federal-State cooperative project and I sincerely hope that the pre- 
vailing differences of hoping may be rapidly resolved so that authori- 
zation and construction of the project may proceed in the shortest 
time possible. 
Cordially, 
Goopwin J. Knicur, 
Governor of California. 


Los AnGELEs, Cauir., May 7, 1958. 
Senator Ciinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Greatly appreciate your invitation to submit comments on committee 
print of S. 1887, with amendments, as worksheet for use on your com- 
mittee. However, due to absence from city of our general manager 
and chief engineer, William S. Peterson, we respectfully request 
extension of time for filing comments until May 17. Department of 
water and power serves 2,300,000 Los Angeles residents vitally con- 
cerned by San Luis subject matter in S. 1887. 

Burton S. GRANT, 
Assistant General Manager and Chief Engineer, Department 
of Water and Power, City of Los Angeles. 





San Jose, Cauir., May 21, 1958. 
Hon. Senator Ciryton P. ANpERSON, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The following resolution No. 14907 was adopted by the city council, 
May 19th: 

Resolution of the council of the city of San Jose supporting the 
San Luis project : 

Whereas Senator Clinton P. Anderson is supporting a bill pertain- 
ing to the feasibility of the San Luis project in Santa Clara County : 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Council of the City of San Jose, That it hereby 
declares its support of and urgently requests inclusion of county of 
Santa Clara as a service area of the proposed San Luis project and 
particularly of the authorization of the project with works to serve this 
and other central coast areas subject to finding of feasibility thereof. 

Ayes: Councilmen Delmas, Hathaway, Moore, Starbird, Watson, 
and Solari. 

Noes : Councilmen, None. 

Absent : Councilman Doerr. 

Lewis S. Sorart, Mayor pro tempore. 

Attest : 


Francis L. Gruner, 
City Clerk. 
A. P. Hamann, 
City Manager of San Jose, Calif. 
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Pasapena, Cautr., May 10, 1958. 
Hon. Curnron P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Regarding S. 1887 please record us as supporting the Kern County 
concept. 
Fearuer River Progecr AssoctaTIon, 
H. D. Green. 


San Dieco, Cauir., Vay 21, 1958. 
Hon. Cirntron P, ANDERSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Use all possible support to pass your San Luis project bill that in- 
cludes Santa Clara, Calif., in the service area subject to feasibility 
study. You have our unqualified support. 

Reraiw. CierKks Unton, 
James P. McLoueuuin, 
Secretary-T reasurer. 


San Jose, Cautr., Alay 21, 1958. 
Hon, Curnron P. ANpERsSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
Santa Clara County central committee of Democratic Party is on 
record as wholeheartedly supporting San Luis project. Recent stud- 
ies by Santa Clara-Alameda-San Benito water authority show Pa- 
checo conduit from central valley through San Luis Reservoir to be 
cheapest. water importation method for Santa Clara County. Please 
record our urgent request for San Luis legislation including au- 
thorization of project to serve this area upon feasibility finding. 
Rosert F. Peckuam, Chairman. 


San Josr, Cauir., May 21, 1958. 
Hon. Cirnton P. ANpERSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Join chairman of Santa Clara County Republican central commit- 
tee in urging favorable consideration of San Luis bill with provision 
Santa Clara County service upon Department of Interior favorable 
feasibility study. 

Santa Ciara County RepusiticAN ASSEMBLY, 
JoHn Lonetonorri, Chairman. 


San Jose, Cauir., May 21, 1958. 


Hon. Cuin'ron P. ANpeERSON, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.: 
Congressman Gubser in response to local inquiry regarding status 
of desired San Luis legislation including this area, advises transmit- 








; 
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ting news to you as chairman, cognizant Senate subcommittee. San 
Luis project with conduit due Santa Clara County appears natural and 
economical means of supplying essential water to this area. We urge 
that San Luis legislation include provision for feasibility study and 
service to this county as authorized, work subject to feasibility. Your 
effort to such end appreciated. 

Santa Ciara County Repusiican 

CrenTRAL CoMMITTEER, 
Vernon Cristina, Chairman. 





Santa Ciara, Cauir., May 20, 1958. 
Hon. Cirnron P. ANpERsSON, 
Senate O fice Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The city council of the city of Santa Clara, Calif., unanimously 
pones the following request this evening: Hon. Clinton P. Anderson, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., whereas the people of 
Santa Clara Valley have spent a great deal of money in developing 
local supplies from outside this area and whereas preliminary esti- 
mates indicate that the water used by the city of Santa Clara would 
cost about $50,000 per year less if imported via the proposed Pacheco 
Pass tunnel than via of other routes now therefor the city council of 
the city of Santa Clara in the county of Santa Clara hereby requests 
this area be included with portions on San Benito, Santa Cruz, and 
Monterey Counties in the study of the feasibility of serving this area 
within the proposed San Luis project subject to a finding by the 
Bureau of Rectaitiation that service to this area by such means is 
feasible. City Council of the Santa Clara, Anthony Toledo, Mayor.” 

A certified copy of this request will be mailed to you tomorrow 
morning. 

Grorce L. SULLIVAN, 
Consulting Engineer Santa Clara, Calif. 





San Jose, Cautr., May 20, 1958. 
Senator Cirnton P. ANDERSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The Water and Power Users Association of Santa Clara County 
unanimously supports Federal construction of the San Luis project 
as part of the central valley “we gore We also support the authorized 
inclusion of Santa Clara Valley as part of the San Luis service area 


subject to a feasibility survey by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
Aven B. CaMPEN, 
Secretary, Water and Power Users Association of Santa Clara 
County. 
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San Dreao, Cauir., May 21,1958. 
Hon. Senator Curnron P. ANDERSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


We favor your bill to authorize San Luis project with later inclusion 
of Santa Clara County, Calif., in the service area subject to feasibility 
report. 

Victor J. Lazzaro, 
Chairman, Water Resources Committee, Central Labor Coun- 
cil, Santa Clara County, Santa Teresa and Carlisle Streets, 
Santa Clara, Calif. 





San Jose, Caurr., May 24, 1958. 
Hon. Cirvron P. ANprErson, 
United States Senator. 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Forward San Jose, Inc., an organization of metropolitan business- 
men and property owners supports San Luis project and particularly 
urges that Santa Clara County have paineiaes potential water service 
if Reclamation Bureau study shows feasibility. Need is immediate. 

Respectfully, 
Ricwuarp Forsss, Secretary-M anager. 





Tue Crry or Santa Crara, Cautr., 
May 20, 1958. 
Hon. Curn'ton P. ANDERSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Whereas the people of Santa Clara Valley have spent a great deal 
of money in developing local —— of water but must import a sup- 
plemental supply from outside this area, and 

Whereas preliminary estimates indicate that the water used by the 
city of Santa Clara would cost about $50,000 per year less if imported 
via the proposed Pacheco Pass tunnel than via of other routes. 

Now, therefore, the City Council of the City of Santa Clara in the 
county of Santa Clara, hereby requests that this area be included with 
portions of San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties in the 
study of the feasibility of serving this area within the proposed San 
Luis project subject to a finding by the Bureau of Reclamation that 
service to this area by such means is feasible. 

For the city council: 

Antuony R. Toiepo, 
Mayor, City of Santa Clara. 
A certified and true copy. 


A.S. Betickr, City Clerk. 
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Crry or San Joss, Cautr., 
May 21,1958. 
Hon. Ciinton P. ANprErson, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: Please find enclosed certified copy of 
Resolution No. 14907 relative to the San Luis project in Santa Clara 
County which you are supporting. 

Sincerely, 


A. P. Hamann, City Manager. 


RESOLUTION 14907 OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY. OF SAN JOSE SUPPORTING THE 
SAn Luis Prosect 


Whereas Senator Clinton P. Anderson is supporting a bill pertaining to the 
feasibility of the San Luis project in Santa Clara County: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Council of the City of San Jose, That. it hereby declares its 
support of and urgently requests inclusion of county of Santa Clara as a service 
area of the proposed San Luis project and particularly of the authorization of 
the project with works to serve this and other central coast areas subject to 
finding of feasibility thereof. 
Adopted this 19th day of May 1958 by the following vote: 
Ayes: Councilmen Delmas, Hathaway, Moore, Starbird, Watson, and Solari. 
Noes: None. 
Absent : Councilman Doerr. 
[SEAL] Louis 8S. Sonart, Mayor pro tempore. 
Attest: 
FRANCIS L. GREINER, City Clerk. 
The foregoing instrument is a correct copy of the original on file in this 
office. 
Attest : May 21, 1958. 
FRANCIS L. GREINER, 
City Clerk and Ex-Officio Clerk of the City of San Jose, County of Santa 
Clara, State of California. 
O 
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